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Our translations have been produced in consultation with published edi- 
tions and, in some cases, with manuscripts. Bibliographical information for 
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The numeration of each work follows that of the editions from which we 
have translated. Numbers in the text with no surrounding brackets indi- 
cate chapter or paragraph divisions. In the case of texts with subdivisions 
or multiple numbering systems, the major chapter division is indicated in 
bold, followed by the subdivision in regular type with a full stop. Where 
bracketed numbers in bold appear, these indicate page numbers in a print- 
ed edition or folio numbers in a manuscript codex. 

When a text quotes earlier material, references are provided in the notes 
with the following format: first, the series and number within the series or 
the abbreviation used for the critical edition, followed by a colon; then, the 
page number of the edition and, after a comma, the line numbers (if any); 
and finally the editor’s name. For example, if Basil of Caesarea’s Against 
Eunomius 1.12 were to be quoted, the reference would be: Basil of Caesar- 
ea, Against Eunomius 1.12, 32-35 (SChr 299: 214 Sesboiié). In some cases, 
as in this example, the line numbering in the critical edition is tied to the 
subdivisions of the work itself, not to the pages of the edition. 

Psalms are cited according to the Septuagint numbering and versifica- 
tion, with the numbering of the Masoretic text in parenthesis. Note that in 
many English translations of the Psalms, the versification differs from the 
Septuagint and Masoretic text because the psalm heading is not included 
in the verse numbering. 

All dates in the volume are cE unless otherwise noted. 

The following conventions are used in the translations: 


] Editorial supplement within a text by the translator to improve 
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<i> Lacuna within a text 
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Series Introduction 


The literary legacy of the early Christians is vast and spans multiple 
linguistic traditions. Early Christians used the written word in many 
ways: they sent letters, staged dialogues, reported revelations, gave ad- 
vice, defended themselves, accused others, preached homilies, wrote his- 
tories, sang hymns, hammered out creeds, interpreted texts, and legislated 
penances — just to list the most common examples. They did these things 
in Greek, Latin, Syriac, and Coptic; while countless Christians would have 
used other languages, such as Armenian, these four are the medium of the 
vast majority of our surviving texts. For each text that has survived, there is 
a unique story. Some became part of educational curricula for Christians in 
medieval Byzantium, Basra, and Bologna; some were recited or sung litur- 
gically; some were read in private devotions; some lay at the core of later 
theological debates such as the European Reformations in the sixteenth 
century or the Ressourcement movement in twentieth-century Catholi- 
cism; some suffered a literary death, being buried in the sands of Egypt 
only to be discovered again, quite by accident, in the past century. The 
question of how these works have been received over the centuries is un- 
doubtedly important, but their later interpreters and interpretations ought 
not to overshadow their original significance and context. 

The Cambridge Edition of Early Christian Writings offers a representa- 
tive sample of this diverse literature in seven thematic volumes: God, Prac- 
tice, Christ: Through the Nestorian Controversy, Christ: Chalcedon and Beyond, 
Creation, Community, and Reading. While no series of this kind can be 
comprehensive, these themes allow the reader to understand early Chris- 
tianity in its full intellectual, practical, ritual, and communal diversity. The 
theme and the selection of texts are thoroughly discussed in each volume’s 
respective introduction, but certain principles have guided the construction 
of all seven volumes. Our goal has been neither to narrate the establish- 
ment of orthodox or normative Christianity as this has been traditionally 
understood nor to champion its replacement by another form of Christi- 
anity. Instead, we have opted to let each text speak with its own historical 
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voice and authority, while aiming to expand the number and range of early 
Christian texts available to English speakers. Because of this, many of these 
texts are translated into English here for the first time, while all others have 
been translated anew. We have combined magisterial works with neglected 
ones in order to show the diversity and interconnectedness of Christian- 
ity in its formative period. We are neither reproducing a canon of clas- 
sics nor creating a new one. We make no claims that the included works 
are aesthetically or intellectually superior to other texts we have excluded. 
Some well-known classics have been omitted for simply that reason: they 
are readily accessible and widely read. Others are too lengthy and do not 
bear excerpting well. In some cases, we have judged that attention to a sin- 
gle work by an author has led to an unfortunate neglect of other works of 
equal or greater value by the same author. In such cases, we are taking the 
opportunity to cast our spotlight on the latter. In sum, by no means have 
we felt constrained by previous lists of “must-reads” in our own selections. 

We have sought to produce translations that are literal — faithful to the 
original language’s meaning and, when possible, syntax. If a meaningful 
term appears in the original language, we have aimed to capture it in the 
translation. At the same time, we have aimed to produce intelligible and 
attractive English prose. At times the two goals have conflicted and pru- 
dential judgments have been made; as part of a team of translators, we are 
fortunate that we have not had to make such decisions alone. Every trans- 
lation that appears in our volumes has gone through a rigorous multi-stage 
editorial process to ensure accuracy as well as readability. We hope that this 
painstaking collaborative process ensures the reliability and consistency of 
our translations. As a team, we have come to see the value — and indeed 
the necessity — of such collaborative work for the academic study of early 
Christianity’s rich library of texts. 


Andrew Radde-Gallwitz 
Mark DelCogliano 
Ellen Muehlberger 

Bradley K. Storin 
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Introduction 


An anthology on the vast topic of “Christ” is a fool’s errand. No single 
volume, no matter how large it is, can cover everything or satisfy every- 
one. Yet one can be ambitious. Indeed, the anthology compiled for this 
project turned out to be so large that it became impractical to publish it in 
a single volume. So this volume has a companion: The Cambridge Edition 
of Early Christian Writings, volume 3: Christ: Through the Nestorian Contro- 
versy. Though physically separate, the two volumes belong together and 
are intended to be used together. In fact, together they encapsulate the 
editor’s vision for the study of Christology in the formative centuries of 
Christianity. 

It is not the aim of these volumes to give a comprehensive or definitive 
account of early Christian reflection on “the full sweep of the Son’s exist- 
ence,” as Peter W. Martens has admirably expressed it, 


beginning with his pre-existent state, eternally begotten from God 
the Father, to his role in the creation of an invisible and visible 
cosmos, his modes of ministry in the human race, especially in 
Hebrew saints like Moses and the prophets, his embodiment in 
Mary and the many details of his ministry as relayed in the gospels, 
through his death, resurrection and ascension, his ongoing min- 
istry in the world, and his eschatological activities which would 
culminate when he handed over the kingdom to the Father.’ 


While all these topics - and more — appear in the texts in these volumes, 
some delimitation has necessarily been made. The focus of these volumes, 
then, is on Christ as God incarnate. For it was this remarkable claim above 


all that sparked so much early Christian reflection on — and debate over — 
Christ. 


1 Peter W. Martens, “The Development of Origen’s Christology in the Context of Second 
and Third Century Christologies,” in Ronald E. Heine and Karen Jo Torjesen (eds.), The 
Oxford Handbook on Origen (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2022), 355-372. 
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These volumes include only non-biblical texts, though of course the Bi- 
ble itself is profusely cited in the early Christian texts selected for them. 
This selection is intended to be as wide and diverse as possible in terms 
of theological perspective, ideological commitment, language of composi- 
tion, geographical origin, literary genre, and so forth, but at the same time 
also focused enough to give a sense of the various traditions of thought that 
developed about Christ in early Christianity, whether or not these tradi- 
tions were deemed orthodox or heretical by contemporaries or later gen- 
erations. A primary goal of these volumes is, then, to give readers a sense of 
the full scope of the Christological options that developed in early Chris- 
tianity. At the same time the texts chosen provide coverage of the primary 
debates over Christ and illustrate how the development of Christological 
doctrine often proceeded polemically by the clarifying of positions in re- 
sponse to the criticisms of opponents. Thus many of the texts chosen for 
these volumes are “in conversation” with one another, whether by way of 
endorsement, development, or contestation. Texts have often been chosen 
for inclusion in these volumes because of their intertextual features, which 
highlight the “conversational” nature of Christological development. 

These volumes include texts that range from the late first century to the 
early eighth century. They thereby not only span a much wider chrono- 
logical range than can be found in other sourcebooks on Christology, 
but also have the intended consequence of de-centering the Definition 
of Faith promulgated at the Council of Chalcedon in 451, which stated 
that in Christ the divine and human natures were united unconfusedly, 
unchangeably, undividedly, and inseparably. The early story of the devel- 
opment of Christological doctrine should not be read through the lens of 
this Definition, with a retroactive Chalcedonian standard being imposed 
on pre-Chalcedonian authors and texts. Nor should it be assumed that 
the concerns and issues that animated Christological debate at Chalcedon 
were shared by earlier generations. The first volume (CEECW 3) there- 
fore gives voice to the Christological concerns of these earlier generations 
on their own terms. Indeed, it was from these various streams of reflection 
on Christ going back to the first century that different traditions of Chris- 
tological thinking developed in the third and fourth centuries, and from 
them too the pro-Nicene Christological developments of the fourth and 
early fifth centuries emerged. It is true that some theologians and docu- 
ments from this period were later appropriated as advocates of Chalce- 
donianism avant /a lettre. But presenting them in the context of preceding 


xx 


Introduction 


and contemporary reflection on Christ allows their peculiar perspectives to 
sound out more distinctly, making it obvious that the Chalcedonian recep- 
tion of these figures is really a selective appropriation of a Christological 
landscape that was far richer and more diverse in actuality. 

The extended chronological range has also been deemed necessary in 
order to demonstrate that Christological reflection did not end in 451 with 
the Chalcedonian Definition, the immediate prelude to which opens this 
volume. Notwithstanding its achievements, the Council of Chalcedon was 
extremely controversial, fomenting strains of Christological thinking op- 
posed to its settlement, whose criticisms later led even diehard Chalcedo- 
nians to admit its weaknesses. Thus, it became the impetus for centuries 
of further reflection on Christ and theological development. The story of 
the reception of Chalcedon is as important as the story of any other period 
before 451 not only because it was decisive in shaping the ways in which 
Chalcedon was understood and passed on to subsequent generations, but 
also because of the constructive and innovative Christological contributions 
made in this period, which are of intrinsic value despite the general neglect 
they have received by students and scholars alike. For these too have had a 
profound influence on Christological doctrine until the present day. 

So far this introduction has deliberately used vague expressions like “re- 
flection on Christ” to describe that key feature of the texts that merits their 
inclusion in these volumes. But now it is time for some specification. At the 
heart of early Christian reflection on Christ lies the question of identity: 
Who is Jesus? Indeed, in one gospel Jesus himself puts this very question 
to his closest disciples: “But who do you say that I am?” (Matt 16:15). But 
there was no easy answer to this question; or rather, there were many pos- 
sible, plausible, or viable answers in the early centuries of Christianity. The 
question of Christ’s identity was furthermore bound up with the unfolding 
of that identity in history, namely, what Christ did and experienced during 
his earthly existence, what Christ does now in the church (especially how 
Christ is present and active in the sacraments), and what Christ will do 
when the eschatological age dawns. Just as the ancient Israelites and Jews 
came to know their God by his repeated interventions in their history — 
that is, by what he did for them - so too it was for the early Christians: what 
Christ did and does and will do teaches who Christ is. 

This sort of reflection on Christ is already evident in the earliest writings 
about Christ available to us, writings later canonized as the New Testament. 
The letters of Paul, and those attributed to him by the earliest Christians, 
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contain numerous accounts of who Christ was, such as the so-called Phi- 
lippians Hymn (Phil 2:6-11). Furthermore, Paul’s view that Christ’s death 
and resurrection were absolutely indispensable for understanding Jesus 
had massive influence on later generations of Christians. The centrality 
of Paul for early Christian reflection on Christ was one reason that later 
generations of Christians called him simply the Apostle. 

The gospels also engage in reflection on Christ, but in a narrative mode. 
Recall Simon Peter’s reply to the aforementioned question posed by Jesus: 
“You are the Christ, the Son of the living God” (Matt 16:16) — a strong 
Christological affirmation indeed! The gospels became the primary re- 
sources through which early Christians processed the unveiling of Christ’s 
identity in history, since the gospels recount his life from birth to death 
and resurrection and beyond. Several events in the life of Christ narrated 
in the gospels became privileged sites for pondering the precise details of 
his identity: his birth from Mary, his baptism by John, his miracles, his ig- 
norance, his hunger, his thirst, his suffering, his crucifixion and death, his 
resurrection from the dead, and his ascension into heaven. When reflection 
on Christ later entered into more technical debates, such as over the status 
of his knowledge or the mechanics of his willing, other events and episodes 
from his life were equally scrutinized. 

The question of identity was always linked with what we might call the 
question of constitution: What is it that makes Christ the incarnate Son 
of God, the incarnate Word of God? In other words, once a theologian 
entertained a particular view about who Christ was, the issue became ex- 
plaining what sort of constitution Christ had to have in order to ensure 
that identity. In time, when the age of the ecumenical councils dawned, 
discussions about Christ became more technical and refined, accounts of 
Christ more precise and nuanced, and debates over Christ more heated 
and divisive than they had been in earlier centuries. These councils sought 
to define the contours of Christ’s identity and constitution with greater 
clarity, though not without violent controversy, vociferous resistance, and 
lamentable schisms within Christianity that have lasted until the present 
day. The seeming resolution of one issue only opened the door to others, 
each of which in turn required correction. And then the process inevitably 
began anew. 

The fundamental conceptual problem of the incarnation was the con- 
currence in Christ of divinity and humanity, whose properties are, at least 
apparently, contradictory. For example, how can Jesus be both eternal and 
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temporal, both immortal and to have died on the cross? ‘To claim so with- 
out further qualification risked nonsense for most early and late antique 
Christians. These volumes of course do not intend to solve this concep- 
tual problem as such by highlighting a single answer to it, but rather to 
provide the reader with the range of answers given in the early centuries 
of the church in a broadly chronological order. Though this introduction 
is not the place for a full account of the history of attempts to provide a 
resolution to this fundamental problem, in keeping with the “fool’s errand” 
nature of these volumes, a thumbnail sketch of that history is provided in 
the next paragraph. 

Some of the earliest approaches to solving the conceptual problem in- 
cluded denying the reality of either the divinity or the humanity, mak- 
ing Christ actually the one but in some sense not really the other. These 
accounts took various forms, as seen in texts of CEECW 3 Parts I and 
II, and even IH. Another strand of the earliest Christian thinking on the 
issue, however, affirmed the reality of both the divinity and humanity in 
Jesus, that is, as constituent parts of his individual identity. By the time we 
get to the texts in CEECW 3 Part IV and CEECW 4 Parts I and II, the 
understanding of Christ that theologians of the era believed to have been 
articulated in the Nicene Creed provided a common benchmark for all 
subsequent Christological development and debate: Christ was constituted 
of a fully divine nature and a fully human nature (save for sin). This pro- 
Nicene solution, however, created a new problem: how to conceptualize 
Christ, the incarnate God, as the single agent of salvation while consti- 
tuted of two distinct and perfectly intact natures with seemingly contra- 
dictory properties. Accordingly, approaches to Christ in this period can 
be described as tending toward “unitive” or “dualistic” accounts, namely, 
those that emphasized the oneness or unity of Christ (however defined) 
or those that stressed his twoness or duality (however that was defined). 
For example, “miaphysites” held that a single nature (mia physis) resulted 
from the union of the two natures from which Christ was constituted. In 
contrast, “dyophysites” held that Christ’s two natures (dyo physeis) perdured 
intact even after the union. But neither “miaphysite” nor “dyophysite” 
were monolithic categories, and there was a host of variations under these 
two broad headings. Furthermore, one could advocate for a unitive or du- 
alistic approach to Christ in other terms than “nature,” such as “person,” 
“hypostasis,” “ 
that developed, the “Nestorian,” the Miaphysite, and the Chalcedonian, 


activity,” and “will.” Of the major Christological schools 
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each was as firmly committed to the pro-Nicene tradition as the others, 
and all had both unitive and dualistic elements in their peculiar Christolo- 
gies, combined of course in different ways. Each of their positions had its 
strengths and weaknesses, its true insights and blind spots. Each of these 
schools was also volatile in its own way, since their individual trajectories 
of development veered (or perhaps self-corrected) in response to a variety 
of influences and underwent a process of bringing more precision to their 
Christologies. This thumbnail sketch is of course a gross oversimplifica- 
tion, but it is hoped that it exposes some of the key dynamics at work in 
Christological development in the period covered in this volume. 

The following survey of the terrain covered in the present volume places 
each text in its historical and theological context and highlights its salient 
features. The purpose of this survey is (1) to help the reader see where 
each of the texts translated in this volume fits into the larger story of re- 
flection on Christ, (2) to assist the reader in determining which texts are 
best suited to her or his interests, and, above all, (3) to clarify for the reader 
the interrelationships among the texts and the conversations happening 
between them. While the survey here is necessarily panoptic, the reader 
should know that the translation of each text is preceded by its own indi- 
vidual introduction that in short compass provides a biographical sketch 
of the author, a fuller account of the historical and theological context of 
the text, and a brief survey of the text’s contents or key points. In the fol- 
lowing survey, the titles of texts translated in this volume are in boldface 
the first time they appear. The order in which the texts are discussed is not 
necessarily the order in which they appear in the volume (which is broadly 
chronological). 


PART I: THE COUNCIL OF CHALCEDON 
AND ITS RECEPTION 


In the wake of the controversy over Nestorius, a new controversy arose 
over Eutyches, when this venerable priest and archimandrite of Constan- 
tinople was accused of and deposed for heresy in 448. A series of synods met 
after this, culminating in the Council of Chalcedon in 451, which proved to 
be divisive in the extreme. The texts translated in Part I have been chosen 
to illustrate not only the lead-up to Chalcedon but also its aftermath and 
troubled reception. The Christological landscape became irrevocably frac- 
tured in this period, as Chalcedonian dyophysites and anti-Chalcedonian 
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miaphysites attempted to claim the mantle of Cyril and other “approved” 
fathers, and as both groups continued to struggle with dyophysite “Nesto- 
rians” who looked to Theodore of Mopsuestia as their inspiration. This 
part of the volume covers the initial period of the reception of Chalcedon 
up to the second Council of Constantinople in 553. 

But first a feature in the texts surveyed in this part and the next must be 
noted. The Nestorian controversy marked the beginning of a new method 
of theological argumentation in the Christological debates (though there 
were precedents before this time). It is the so-called argument from au- 
thority. Participants in the Christological debates, no matter what side 
they were on, were concerned with fidelity to the authoritative figures of 
earlier generations. To be considered as departing from these authorities 
and engaging in the development of doctrine, which was routinely called 
“novelty” or “innovation,” was tantamount to being charged with heresy. 
Accordingly, theologians in this period strove above all to be traditional, to 
affirm what the “fathers” had previously taught. 

Such arguments took two interrelated forms. The first was recourse to 
certain statements of faith, and especially creeds, as irreformable touch- 
stones of orthodoxy. By the early fifth century everyone agreed that the 
Nicene Creed (whether the original creed of 325 or the version issued in 
381) was the authoritative document par excellence (apart from scripture). 
Christological developments were therefore often presented as nothing 
more than clarifications of the Nicene Creed. Over time certain documents 
were identified as particularly helpful explanations of the pro-Nicene faith 
encapsulated in the Nicene Creed: Athanasius’s Letter to Epictetus, Gregory 
of Nazianzus’s Letter 101 to Cledonius, Cyril of Alexandria’s Second Letter 
to Nestorius and Letter of Reunion to John of Antioch, the ‘Tome of Leo, the 
Chalcedonian Definition, and other synodal definitions and documents. 

‘The argument from authority took another form: direct quotations from 
the works of the authoritative men of the past (“church fathers”), often 
collected into florilegia. Many theologians and councils from the fifth 
century onward included such florilegia in their texts to prove that what- 
ever they were teaching had the approbation of tradition, that what they 
were teaching was nothing more than what approved church fathers had 
taught. Sometimes the patristic quotations are presented as self-evident 
justifications for the position endorsed by the theologian; on other occa- 
sions some exposition is provided to demonstrate how the excerpt confirms 
the position of the theologian. Florilegia of counter-testimonia were also 
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produced: a theologian might compile excerpts from notorious heretics to 
prove that his opponent’s views were nothing more than the recrudescence 
of some already-condemned heresy. Regrettably, most of these florilegia 
have been excluded from the translations in the interests of space, but sev- 
eral have been included to demonstrate this method of argumentation. 

Part I opens with texts that illustrate the origins of the controversy 
over Eutyches. At the Home Synod at Constantinople in November 448, 
presided over by Archbishop Flavian, Eusebius of Dorylaeum — the same 
Eusebius who had harangued Nestorius twenty years earlier — indicted Eu- 
tyches on charges of heresy. The selections from Acts of the Home Synod 
at Constantinople chart the course of the seven sessions of this synod, at 
the last of which Eutyches was put on trial, condemned, and deposed. The 
views of Eutyches are difficult to reconstruct, but the proceedings from 
the Home Synod translated here provide some of the best evidence for 
understanding his position. What led to his deposition was his rejection of 
the double consubstantiality endorsed in the Formula of Reunion of 433 
(though he indicates his willingness to affirm this if required to do so) and 
his blunt refusal to acknowledge two natures in Christ after the incarna- 
tion. Immediately after his deposition, Eutyches wrote his Letter to Leo of 
Rome to appeal the verdict. This letter, as well as the Profession of Faith 
and Protest that he appended to it, provides further insight into Eutyches’s 
Christology. At the same time Flavian of Constantinople reported the Eu- 
tychian affair to Leo, and in response in May and June 449, Leo wrote his 
Tome to Flavian, a refutation of Eutyches in which he expounded that in 
the incarnation the inviolable divine nature and the passible human nature 
are united in a single person without diminishment of either nature or lim- 
itation of their respective capacities. The Chalcedonian Definition would 
later praise Leo’s Tome as “a universal pillar for the confirmation of right 
doctrines against those with wicked opinions,” but this endorsement was a 
major factor in Chalcedon’s chilly reception. 

Certain irregularities in the trial of Eutyches led to an inquiry in April 
449, and he was allowed to appeal the verdict against him at the second 
Council of Ephesus (Ephesus II) in August 449. Presided over by Dios- 
corus of Alexandria, Ephesus I exonerated Eutyches, convicted Flavian of 
Constantinople and Eusebius of Dorylaeum of impropriety at the Home 
Synod, and deposed them along with a number of other dyophysite bishops 
including Ibas of Edessa and Theodoret of Cyrrhus. But when Marcian be- 
came emperor in 450, he convened the Council of Chalcedon in October 
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451, in the hope of settling the various Christological disputes once and for 
all. How unfounded that hope turned out to be! 

The selections from Acts of the Council of Chalcedon translated in this 
volume highlight the main work of the council over its first six sessions. 
Dioscorus was condemned (Eutyches had been condemned again shortly 
before the council), Flavian was exonerated posthumously, Leo’s Tome to 
Flavian was accepted (Dioscorus had refused to let it be read at Ephesus 
II), and a new Definition of Faith was issued. At the First Session the acts 
of Ephesus I were read out, which in turn included the reading of the 
acts of the Home Synod in November 448, and those of the two inquiries 
in April 449. The selections translated in this volume include the plaint 
Eutyches made at Ephesus II, which is another key resource for recon- 
structing his Christology. At the Second Session, translated in its entirety, 
the synod was ordered by the imperial officials to produce a new Defini- 
tion of Faith, which was resisted by the bishops. When Leo’s Tome was 
read out as a standard of orthodoxy, two blocs of bishops, from Illyria and 
from Palestine, voiced concerns with three passages from the Tome, which 
other bishops tried to allay by quotations from the writings of Cyril. At 
the third session, which is not translated here, Dioscorus was tried, con- 
demned, and deposed. The next document translated from the acts is the 
so-called Address to Marcian, which argues that the Tome of Leo contains 
no innovations with respect to the Creed of Nicaea but rather commend- 
ably responds, following a hallowed tradition, to new theological contro- 
versies unforeseen by the Nicene fathers. The selections translated from 
the Fourth Session, at which the Tome of Leo was affirmed, include the 
corporate statements by the Ilyrian and Palestinian bishops who had pre- 
viously objected to the Tome. At the Fifth Session, which is translated in 
its entirety, the new Definition of Faith was presented and acclaimed. The 
remaining sessions, which are not translated here, dealt with jurisdictional, 
episcopal, and canonical disputes, and restored some of the bishops de- 
posed at Ephesus II to their sees, including Theodoret of Cyrrhus and Ibas 
of Edessa. 

The Chalcedonian Definition that the council produced with vociferous 
reluctance and under compulsion from the emperor immediately became 
a bone of contention, with some claiming that it was unfaithful to Cyril’s 
Christological legacy and ceded too much to the Nestorian position. This 
perspective was supported by Chalcedon’s endorsement of the strongly dyo- 
physite Tome of Leo and the rehabilitation of Theodoret and Ibas. Stung 
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also by the deposition of Dioscorus, the Egyptian church in particular was 
galvanized against Chalcedon. Here the miaphysite movement was born, 
defined by uncompromising opposition to Chalcedon and a fidelity to 
Cyril of Alexandria that emphasized his Third Letter to Nestorius (with its 
‘Twelve Anathemas) over his Letter of Reunion to John of Antioch. 

In 457 the miaphysite Timothy Aelurus became the uncontested bishop 
of Alexandria and spearheaded the efforts to overturn Chalcedon when in 
that same year Marcian died and Leo I became the emperor. In October 
457 Leo I consulted over sixty Eastern bishops as well as Leo of Rome to 
see whether they thought Chalcedon should be upheld and Timothy recog- 
nized as the legitimate patriarch of Alexandria. Not one bishop supported 
‘Timothy. Leo of Rome wrote two letters to the emperor in response. In the 
first he expressed his full support for Chalcedon and rejected Timothy, and 
in the second, from August 458, he offered a defense of the Chalcedonian 
position. This second Letter to Emperor Leo has become known as the 
Second Tome. As a corrective to the Tome to Flavian, the Second Tome strives 
to articulate a balanced Christology that is explicitly both anti-Eutychian 
and anti-Nestorian and affirms the two natures of Christ in a single person. 
Here Leo clarifies that both natures are necessary for any action of Christ, 
though they are not two principles of action. In Christ the natures are 
united and remain unconfused, and the one person performs both human 
and divine actions. 

Emperor Leo forwarded both letters to Timothy, who in response wrote 
his Petition to the emperor. In this Petition he elucidates his own Christol- 
ogy and explains his rejection of Leo’s Tome as tacit Nestorianism. ‘Iwo 
additional writings from Timothy are translated in this volume to dem- 
onstrate early miaphysite perspectives. The first is three of the four parts 
of Against the Council of Chalcedon, which offers section-by-section re- 
futations of both the Tome of Leo and the Chalcedonian Definition, and a 
eulogy for Dioscorus. Particularly noteworthy in this treatise is Timothy’s 
use of excerpts and florilegia as a method of corroborating his own pos- 
ition or refuting Chalcedon. The other is his Letter to Claudianus, which 
is anti-Eutychian in focus. 

Emperor Zeno succeeded Leo I when he died in 474, and Timo- 
thy Aelurus died in 477. Zeno sought to reconcile the imperial Chal- 
cedonian church and the Egyptian anti-Chalcedonian church. In 482, 
with the support of patriarch Acacius of Constantinople, Zeno issued 
the Henotikon, a minimalist document aimed at identifying points of 
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common agreement. It gave approval to both aspects of Cyril’s theol- 
ogy (represented by the strongly miaphysite Twelve Chapters and the 
dyophysite-leaning Letter of Reunion to John of Antioch), and reduced the 
council’s work to the condemnation of Nestorius and Eutyches. Tim- 
othy’s successor, Peter III Mongus, approved the document. Eastern 
Chalcedonians and anti-Chalcedonians were thus reconciled — at least 
officially. In actuality the minimalism of the Henotikon allowed Eastern 
Chalcedonians and anti-Chalcedonians to use the document as a cover 
for continuing to promote their own positions. Western bishops, howev- 
er, rejected the Henotikon outright, leading the bishop of Rome to break 
off communion with Acacius, resulting in the so-called Acacian Schism. 
The Henotikon remained official imperial policy until 518, when Emper- 
or Justin embraced Chalcedon as the standard of Christological ortho- 
doxy. This eventuated in the reestablishment of communion between 
Rome and Eastern Chalcedonians (thus ending the Acacian schism) but 
anti-Chalcedonian miaphysite bishops such as Severus of Antioch and 
Philoxenos of Mabbug were deposed from their sees. The selections 
from the latter’s Letter to the Monks of Senoun translated in this volume 
provide a detailed account of second-generation miaphysite Christology 
outside of Egypt. In addition to communicating the details of his own 
Christology, Philoxenos criticizes Chalcedonian Christology by examin- 
ing passages from the Tome of Leo, the Chalcedonian Definition, Leo’s 
Second Tome, and even from a letter of Nestorius written shortly before 
the Council of Chalcedon. 

‘To further illuminate miaphysite reflection on Christ, several works of 
the poet-theologian Jacob of Serugh (ca. 451-521) are translated in this 
volume. Anti-Chalcedonian Christological themes are muted in his Metri- 
cal Homilies on the Name “Emmanuel” and on How the Lord is Known 
in Scripture as Food and Drink, allowing other features of his Christology 
to emerge, such as how the prophet Isaiah’s reference to an “Emmanuel” 
is a declaration of the reality of the incarnation and Christ is known in the 
Eucharist. In his Metrical Homily on the Council of Chalcedon and par- 
ticularly in Letter 14, however, anti-Chalcedonian polemics are front and 
center, and he even signals his support of Zeno’s Henotikon. Another mia- 
physite writer of the early sixth century, Simeon of Beth Arsham, provides 
a genealogy of the heresy of the “Nestorians” and explains how it spread 
into the land of the Persians in his Letter on Bar Sawma and the Heresy 
of the Nestorians. 
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The dyophysite “Nestorian” opponents of both the Chalcedonians and 
the anti-Chalcedonians alike are also represented in Part I through works 
of Narsai (died ca. 500). His Metrical Homily on “the Word became Flesh” 
is a meditation on the opening verses of the Gospel of John, particularly 
on how to properly understand the Word’s “becoming” flesh (John 1:14). 
In the selections from his Metrical Homilies on the Nativity and on the 
Epiphany Narsai examines several events from the life of Christ and af- 
firms the immutability of the Word even in the incarnation and stresses 
that it was the human being who was the subject of these biblical events, 
not the immutable Word of God. Narsai holds that the immutable Word 
did not literally become flesh in the incarnation (since that would be im- 
possible for the Word), but rather indwelt the human being for the purpose 
of revealing knowledge of God. 

Included in Part I is a text that is difficult to date and classify, and was 
later interpreted in support of various Christological positions: the Fourth 
Letter of pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite. Composed in the late fifth or 
early sixth century by an unknown author using the pseudonym of Dio- 
nysius the Areopagite, who according to Acts 17:34 converted to the faith 
after hearing the apostle Paul’s preaching in Athens, the writings of the 
“Corpus Dionysiacum” exercised an enormous influence on Christian 
thought in late antiquity because of their purported apostolic connections. 
The Fourth Letter speaks of the Word “becoming substantial” instead of 
“becoming flesh” or “becoming human,” meaning that the one who is “be- 
yond substance” takes on substance in the incarnation, a position that dif- 
fers equally from Chalcedonian and miaphysite teachings. The letter also 
speaks of Christ engaging in “a new god-manly activity” (kainen tina the- 
andriken energeian), an expression that would become the subject of much 
debate in the monoenergist debates of the seventh century. 

Upon his accession to the imperial throne in 527, Justinian continued 
the pro-Chalcedonian policies of his predecessor, Justin. Seeing “Nesto- 
rian” dyophysitism as irredeemable, Justinian attempted to bring about 
a rapprochement between pro-Chalcedonians and anti-Chalcedonians 
by clarifying that Chalcedon was in no way susceptible to the charge of 
“Nestorianism.” This new approach to the reception of Chalcedon, which 
is sometimes called “Neo-Chalcedonianism” or “Cyrilline Chalcedonian- 
ism,” follows the path of other theologians of the era such as Leontius of 
Byzantium and Leontius of Jerusalem. It attempts to clarify the meaning 
of the Definition by extracting and highlighting what its proponents took 
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to be the latent Cyrillianism already present in the Definition, by demon- 
strating the fundamental agreement between Chalcedon and the whole of 
Cyril’s Christology, in particular that found in the Twelve Chapters. The 
endeavor to clarify Chalcedon in this manner, however, was at the same 
time a constructive project which resulted in real Christological innov- 
ation and development. Thus, Neo-Chalcedonianism used the resources 
of the ecclesiastical tradition, above all Cyril, to articulate a more refined 
Christology that was less liable to misinterpretation than the Definition 
had been. 

To this end, Justinian launched a campaign against the so-called Three 
Chapters — the person and writings of Theodore of Mopsuestia, certain 
writings of Theodoret of Cyrrhus against Cyril, and the Letter to Mari the 
Persian attributed to Ibas of Edessa. These three were of course the bishops 
of the previous century who were most reviled by anti-Chalcedonians as 
“Nestorians” — except for Nestorius himself. By condemning the Three 
Chapters, then, Justinian hoped to show anti-Chalcedonians the true 
meaning of Chalcedon’s dyophysite Definition, that it provided no foot- 
hold for “Nestorianism.” The emperor issued an edict against the Three 
Chapters in 544 or 545, but it was poorly received in the East and West. 
After some years of fruitless attempts to build support for the condemna- 
tion of the Three Chapters, Justinian realized that the only way to achieve 
this would be to hold an ecumenical council. Before the council convened, 
however, Justinian issued his Edict on the Orthodox Faith in 551.'The edict 
provides an important clarification of the meaning of the Chalcedonian 
Definition in the light of the full scope of Cyril’s Christology. Accordingly, 
the Neo-Chalcedonian Christological exposition in the edict supplies the 
theological reasoning that informed the work of the upcoming council. 
Indeed, the anathemas included in this edict were recycled as the canons 
issued by the council. 

The council planned by Justinian took place in Constantinople in June 
553 (Constantinople II). Selections from the Sixth Session and Eighth 
Session of the Acts of the Second Council of Constantinople are included 
in this volume. At the former the case against Ibas of Edessa was pre- 
sented. The latter was the concluding session of the council, at which a 
long speech summarizing the work of the council was read out, the Three 
Chapters were formally condemned, and fourteen canons were issued. The 
first ten canons are Christological, indicating the boundaries of acceptable 
Christological expression and understanding and condemning the heresies 
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that transgress those boundaries, whereas the last three canons are direct- 
ed against each of the Three Chapters. The long speech that summarizes 
the council provides great insight into what those in control of the council 
thought it had achieved, whereas the fourteen canons provide a résumé of 
the Christological issues at stake for the Neo-Chalcedonians. 

While Constantinople II would soon become recognized as the fifth ec- 
umenical council among Chalcedonians, it failed to achieve any rapproche- 
ment between Chalcedonians and non-Chalcedonians. Indeed, the council 
only accelerated the establishment of independent non-Chalcedonian 
churches. The miaphysite movements in Syria and Egypt were well on their 
way to becoming the Syriac Orthodox Church and the Coptic Orthodox 
Church (the Armenian Apostolic Church, the Ethiopian Orthodox Church, 
and the Malankara Orthodox Church also have their origins in the mia- 
physite movement), just as the “Nestorian” dyophysite movement outside 
the Roman Empire was becoming the Church of the East. The significance 
of Constantinople I, for Chalcedonians, then, lies not only in its definitive 
establishment of Chalcedon — the council and its Definition — at the heart 
of Christological orthodoxy (a position which it had certainly not held in 
the decades after the council under the Henotikon), but also in its particu- 
lar reception of Chalcedon. The council canonized an interpretation of the 
Chalcedonian Definition that demonstrated that it was not a compromise 
with Nestorians but a real Christological achievement that had not been 
properly understood. Thus Constantinople II inaugurated an “official” in- 
terpretation of Chalcedon whose influence was acutely felt by subsequent 
generations of Christians and indeed continues to the present day. 


PART IT: CHRISTOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVES AFTER 
CONSTANTINOPLE II 


The second part of the volume begins with a selection of texts that 
illustrate the coalescing of distinct Christological traditions in the after- 
math of Constantinople I. The first is Emperor Justin II’s Second Heno- 
tikon from 571, a renewed attempt to reconcile pro-Chalcedonians and 
anti-Chalcedonians, coming nearly a century after Zeno’s Henotikon. For 
the most part Justin’s edict is little more than a tissue of quotations from 
Justinian’s Edict on the Orthodox Fuith, at times modified to reflect his own 
position. A Neo-Chalcedonian perspective is found in the selections from 
the Homilies and Letters of Gregory the Great, written between 590 and 
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601. Gregory was not a speculative theologian involved in the theologi- 
cal debates over Christ. In his homilies, while affirming Neo-Chalcedo- 
nian Christology, he highlights the soteriological importance, meaning, 
and ramifications of the incarnation. His letters, however, contain more 
technical discussions, against Egyptian miaphysites (called Agnoetae) who 
maintained that Christ was subject to ignorance just like all human beings, 
and against Nestorians. The dyophysite perspective of the Church of the 
East is also represented by two texts. The first is the Anonymous Apology 
for Narsai, whose precise date is uncertain. Rather than offering a system- 
atic argument in defense of Narsai’s Christology, it begins by presenting a 
florilegium of scriptural verses referring to Christ at various stages of the 
economy of salvation, and then juxtaposes eight statements of Narsai and 
the apostle Paul to show their doctrinal harmony. The apology concludes 
with a passage from Narsai that is otherwise unattested. The second is Ba- 
bai the Great’s On the Union from the first quarter of the seventh century. 
In the selections translated in this volume Babai characterizes miaphysit- 
ism as entailing theopaschism and then, through a series of definitions, 
arguments, and colorful analogies, he explains how Christ is two natures 
and two hypostases united in one person. 

The next set of texts illustrates the monoenergist and monothelite con- 
troversies of the seventh century. Both pro- and anti-Chalcedonians had 
occasionally spoken of Christ having a single activity (energeia), language 
which had some precedent in authors regarded as authoritative by both 
factions. But there was no consensus in either pro- or anti-Chalcedoni- 
an circles in regard to this so-called monoenergist doctrine. In the 610s, 
however, Sergius of Constantinople (patriarch 610-638) began to pro- 
mote monoenergism in the name of Emperor Heraclius (r. 610-641) not 
only as a possible basis for reconciliation between the imperial church and 
miaphysite anti-Chalcedonians, but also as a legitimate clarification of 
Neo-Chalcedonian Christology. In time, however, monoenergism became 
controversial and so in 633 or 634 Sergius issued a decree in the emperor’s 
name called the Pséphos, which forbade the enumeration of the activities in 
Christ. Shortly after this Sophronius of Jerusalem offered a formidable cri- 
tique of monoenergism in his Synodical Letter. In response to Sophronius 
in 636 Sergius issued the Ekthesis in the emperor’s name which repeated 
the Pséphos’s prohibition of discussion of the number of activities in Christ 
and instead promoted the idea that Christ had one will (the/éma). Previous- 
ly there had hardly been any discussion of Christ’s will(s), and the assertion 
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of this so-called monothelite doctrine was perhaps an attempt to quieten 
controversy over monoenergism. Soon, however, intra-Chalcedonian con- 
troversy over monothelitism eclipsed that over monoenergism, due in no 
small part to Maximus the Confessor’s public defiance of monothelitism 
and embrace of the dyothelite position, that Christ has two wills, one hu- 
man and one divine. This volume contains five texts of Maximus, written 
from the mid-630s to the early 640s, which illustrate his evolving response 
to monothelitism. In Ambiguum 31 (written before the outbreak of the 
monoenergist controversy) Maximus expounds the dynamics of the incar- 
nation by exploring three possible meanings of Gregory of Nazianzus’s 
claim in Oration 38 that the “laws of nature are dissolved” and the “world 
above” will be populated. Written at the beginning of the monoenergist 
controversy, Ambiguum 5 provides an anti-monoenergist interpretation 
of ps.-Dionysius’s Fourth Letter to Gaius, particularly the key phrase, “a new 
god-manly activity.” In Opusculum 3 from the early 640s Maximus teach- 
es, in an anti-miaphysite vein, that the duality of natures in Christ neces- 
sitates a duality of activities and wills, without, however, entailing their 
opposition or separation. Here Maximus distinguishes between “natural” 
(physikon) and “deliberative” (gnomikon) wills, affirming two natural wills 
in Christ as necessary consequences of each nature having its own appro- 
priate activity, while denying two deliberative wills in Christ. Opusculum 
6 also stems from the early 640s and here Maximus provides a dyothelite 
interpretation of a key biblical passage in the monothelite controversy, the 
prayer uttered by Jesus in the Garden of Gethsemane: “Father, if possible, 
let this cup pass from me, but not what I will, but rather let your will be 
done” (Matt 26:39). In Opusculum 7 from 641 Maximus holds that Chal- 
cedonian Christology implies two activities and two wills in Christ, at once 
interwoven and distinct. Here he articulates his dyoenergist and dyothelite 
position by reclaiming passages from Cyril and pseudo-Dionysius to which 
monoenergists and monothelites had appealed. 

In 647 or 648 Paul of Constantinople issued the Typos in the name of 
Emperor Constans II to replace the Ekthesis as imperial policy, forbid- 
ding discussion of both the number of activities and the number of wills 
in Christ. The Roman preference for dyothelitism was longstanding, and 
even before the Typos was issued there were plans to hold a synod to af- 
firm it. In October 649 the Lateran Synod, convened by Pope Martin 
with Maximus in attendance, did precisely this. The selections from Acts 
of the Lateran Synod translated below include three speeches in favor of 
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dyothelitism and against monothelitism, providing insight into the state of 
Roman dyothelite thinking in the late 640s. Also translated is the synodal 
definition with twenty chapters that issue various condemnations. 

‘Tensions between Rome and Constantinople in the aftermath of the 
Lateran Synod’s rebuke of imperially backed monothelitism thawed only 
in 678 when Emperor Constantine IV initiated plans with Rome to resolve 
the issue of the number of wills in Christ. When a Roman delegation was 
sent to Constantinople in 680, the emperor convened the third Council 
of Constantinople, which came to be recognized as the sixth ecumenical 
council. For the most part this council examined whether monoenergism/ 
monothelitism or dyoenergism/dyothelitism had the weight of tradition 
behind it. The selections from Acts of the Third Council of Constantinople 
translated in this volume include the First and Second Sessions, at which 
there was an examination of the acts of Ephesus I and of Chalcedon; ex- 
cerpts from Pope Agatho’s letter to Constantine, which was read out at the 
Fourth Session; the examination of patristic florilegia at the Sixth Session; 
the examination of the monothelite Macarius of Antioch at the Eighth 
Session; and the Synodal Definition that was read out at the Eighteenth 
Session. Constantinople III marks the formal end of the monoenergist 
and monothelite controversies, though of course these positions survived 
thereafter. 

The sixth part concludes with three selections from John of Damascus, 
who wrote in the early eighth century. John’s On Composite Nature against 
the Leaderless and On the Faith against the Nestorians are translated in 
their entirety. The first attempts to debunk the miaphysite concept of the 
composite nature, while the second is directed against the East Syrian dyo- 
physites of the Church of the East. The final selection is an excerpt from 
John’s masterpiece, An Exact Exposition of the Orthodox Faith, in which 
he articulates his support for dyothelitism against the position’s detractors 
in his day and witnesses to his favorable reception of Maximus. 


* 


kK 


In the past John of Damascus has been viewed as a great (or, more nega- 
tively, as a ““mere”) synthesizer and systematizer of the prior tradition, and 
in the Roman Catholic tradition this viewpoint is evident in the custom 
of sometimes calling him “the last of the church fathers.” But concluding 
this volume with John — and thus our anthology in CEECW 3 and 4 - is 
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not meant as an endorsement of such ideas. Recent revisionist scholarship 
on John has proposed that he was far more constructive and innovative as 
a theologian than the traditional view would have us believe. Accordingly, 
John does not represent the sunset of one era and the dawn of another, 
and he is not the “fitting” or “obvious” endpoint of a volume illustrating 
early Christian reflection on Christ, in spite of his being where the volume 
does end. 

The choice to end with John was rather more a matter of convenience 
and practicality. One has to stop somewhere. But the story of reflection on 
Christ continued and so this volume could have easily been continued — 
or a third volume on Christ added to the CEECW series. The original 
plan was to include coverage of the iconoclast controversy, which raised 
important Christological questions and had significant Christological im- 
plications. The various iterations of the debates between iconoclasts and 
iconodules would have been tracked, providing excerpts from the Council 
of Hiereia in 754, the second Council of Nicaea in 787 (the last of the first 
seven ecumenical councils accepted as legitimate by Roman Catholics and 
Eastern Orthodox alike — another seemingly “fitting” or “obvious” place to 
end) or even the Triumph of Orthodoxy in 843, along with pertinent texts 
from John of Damascus, Emperor Constantine V, Nicephorus of Constan- 
tinople, Theodore the Studite, and others. This material would have high- 
lighted an aspect of reflection on Christ that had received scant attention in 
previous centuries, the validity of the veneration of images, including those 
of Christ. Moreover, in planning this volume a section on ninth-century 
“Christology in Arabic” was toyed with, featuring selections from the writ- 
ings of Theodore Abt Qurrah (a Chalcedonian or “Melkite”), Abt Ra’ita of 
‘Tikrit (a miaphysite salphono [“teacher”] of the Syrian Orthodox Church), 
Ammar al-Basri (an East Syrian dyophysite of the Church of the East), and 
perhaps others. In the end including these figures was not feasible, but they 
would have demonstrated not only that the debates between Chalcedoni- 
ans and the various groups of non-Chalcedonians continued unabated in 
Arabic outside of the Greek and Latin worlds under Islamic hegemony in 
the East, but also that these debates took on a new anti-Islamic dimension, 
as Christians in these regions confronted Muslim views about Christ. And 
so, the various streams of Christological reflection in the early centuries 
of Christianity continued to be received and refined and developed far be- 
yond the stopping-point of this volume, shaping the reception of the writ- 
ings of the seminal period covered here up to the present day. 
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A CATALOGUE OF HERETICS 


In this volume the authors of the texts frequently make reference to those 
whose views they disagree with or are writing against. Such opponents are 
typically labeled “heretics” and their Christological views are deemed ab- 
errant or erroneous, or even dangerous. Of course, this was all a matter of 
perspective. For example, dyophysites of the Church of the East revered 
‘Theodore of Mopsuestia, the Interpreter, as they called him, as the cham- 
pion of orthodoxy, whereas Chalcedonians reviled him as one of the Three 
Chapters and the inspiration of Nestorius’s heresy. In this section, to avoid 
repetition in the footnotes, a brief catalogue of the pre-fifth-century “her- 
etics” is provided, listing those most frequently mentioned in the texts in 
this volume. The focus here is on how these figures were viewed by ear- 
ly and late antique Christians, not necessarily what they may or may not 
have actually taught, insofar as their teaching is recoverable by modern 
scholarship. 

The encounter between Simon Magus and the apostles Philip and 
Peter is recorded in Acts 8. In early Christianity many apocryphal tra- 
ditions developed around Simon, who was depicted as a sorcerer, a rival 
Christ, the cause of the first persecutions of Christians in Rome, and the 
archetypal heretic. The term “simony” is derived from Simon’s actions in 
Acts 8:18-25. 

Several Jewish Christian groups were identified as “Ebionites” in early 
Christianity, purportedly founded by one Ebion. These sects were report- 
ed to have lived according to the Jewish law, rejected the writings of the 
apostle Paul, and regarded Jesus as an ordinary human being (a view known 
as psilanthropism). The name Ebionite was actually derived from the He- 
brew word for “poor” and referred to the poverty of the group, rather than 
a founding figure named Ebion, who is a heresiological invention. 

Valentinus was a Christian philosopher from Alexandria who moved to 
Rome between 136 and 140, where he taught until his death around 165. 
Later generations of Christians considered him the fountainhead of an in- 
fluential variety of Gnosticism and credited him with docetic views about 
Christ. Two texts from the Valentinian school, Treatise on Resurrection and 
A Ptolemaic Theology, are included in CEECW 3. 

Marcion came from Pontus to Rome in 140, but only four years later 
was expelled from the church for his dualistic views. He taught that Je- 
sus had revealed a new and unknown God, his Father, the good God who 
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sought to destroy the evil God of the Old Testament, who was seen as the 
imperfect and flawed Creator, the God of the Jews, the Lawgiver, and the 
Judge. Later generations of Christians routinely accused Marcionites of 
espousing a docetic Christology. 

The early third-century Sabellius was a proponent of monarchianism or 
modalism (also called Sabellianism) which stressed the “monarchy” (“sin- 
gle rule”) or the oneness of God to avoid any hint of ditheism or tritheism. 
Monarchians saw the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit as three manifestations 
of the single God or three modes in which the one God appeared or was 
revealed to humanity in salvation history. Opposition to monarchianism 
became a feature of orthodox thinking from the middle of the second cen- 
tury onward. 

Paul of Samosata, a bishop deposed for Christological heresy in the 
260s, became widely regarded as teaching adoptionism or psilanthropism. 
Selected fragments of Paul of Samosata are translated in CEECW 3. 

Mani (also known as Manichaeus) was from southern Mesopotamia 
and died a martyr in 276. He was the founder of a Christian sect that es- 
poused a radical dualism of light and darkness. Later generations of Chris- 
tians frequently accused Manichaeans (also called Manichees) of teaching 
a docetic Christology. 

Arius was an early fourth-century presbyter in Alexandria whom later 
generations of Christians depicted as teaching that the Son was inferior 
to the Father and in fact a creature made by God. His dispute with his 
bishop, Alexander, over the relationship of the Father and Son sparked the 
decades-long “Arian” controversy. It was Arius who was the impetus for the 
Council of Nicaea in 325, and thereafter opposition to Arianism became a 
key feature of any theology that claimed allegiance to Nicaea. Later gen- 
erations considered “Arian” Christology defective because of its unwilling- 
ness to distinguish between Christ’s human and divine attributes and its 
implication that the Son could not unite humanity to God. 

Marcellus of Ancyra was deposed for heresy in 336, though he lived 
into the 370s. His theology was driven by a concern to preserve the unity 
of God at any cost, understanding God as a unitary divine monad that 
mysteriously expanded into a triad (namely, the Word and Spirit) with- 
out losing its essential oneness and indivisibility. For Marcellus, the Word 
could only be called “Son” in the proper sense at the incarnation. Marcel- 
lus was viewed as a reviver of a form of Sabellianism, and opposition to 
him became a hallmark of pro-Nicene theology. A disciple of Marcellus, 
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Photinus of Sirmium, was deposed for heresy in 351. In his own day and 
long afterwards he was considered by some as an adoptionist and by others 
as a monarchian. 

In the second half of the fourth century Eunomius, the quondam bishop 
of Cyzicus, was the leader of the Heteroousians (also called Eunomians) who 
taught that the Father and Son were “different-in-substance” (beteroousios). 
Opposition to heteroousian theology became a touchstone of the pro- 
Nicene movement from the 360s onward. Pro-Nicenes rejected Eunomi- 
us’s Christology on two grounds. First, since they interpreted Eunomius as 
affirming that the Son was created, they took him to be implying that the 
Son was inherently mutable and thus naturally suited to life in the body 
but incapable of effecting salvation. Second, noting that Eunomius did not 
distinguish between Christ’s human and divine attributes, they accused Eu- 
nomius of denying that Christ had a human soul, which they understood to 
result in a confusion of the distinct properties of his humanity and divinity. 

Macedonius was bishop of Constantinople until 360. An anti-Arian 
Homoiousian during his lifetime, he came to be considered by later gener- 
ations of Christians as the founder of the Macedonians, whose denial of the 
divinity of the Holy Spirit provoked the first Council of Constantinople in 
381. 

The pro-Nicene Apollinarius of Laodicea (d. ca. 392) was condemned 
during his lifetime for Christological heterodoxy. Later generations of 
Christians typically accused him of teaching the elimination of the ration- 
al soul from Christ’s humanity to avoid any dualistic subjectivity in Christ 
and the descent of the flesh of Jesus from heaven. Several writings of Apol- 
linarius are translated in CEECW 3. 


A CHRISTOLOGICAL VOCABULARY 


In the course of the first eight centuries of Christianity, a number of con- 
ceptual models were put forward at various stages to explain how Christ 
was the incarnate Son of God. Old models which later Christians judged 
to be deficient were replaced by new ones aiming to resolve the issues once 
and for all. Each of these conceptual models had a technical vocabulary 
associated with it, frequently overlapping with the technical vocabulary of 
other conceptual models, without the terms always being used in precise- 
ly the same sense. Accordingly, theologians in the various Christological 
traditions gradually developed Christological lexicons to express their 
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understanding of the incarnation. Each tradition had a preference for cer- 
tain conceptual models and terms, and they attempted to refine the mean- 
ing of these terms and hone precision in their usage over time through 
debate. By the end of the period covered in these volumes a rich technical 
vocabulary for speaking about Christ was firmly in place for the various 
Christological traditions. 

One benefit of including texts spanning over 600 years in CEECW vol- 
umes 3 and 4 is that the development of this technical vocabulary can be 
traced. For this reason considerable effort has been made in these volumes 
to translate key technical terms consistently across texts, at least when the 
terms are used in a technical sense. Consistency in translation, however, 
has not been elevated to an unbending rule. So if the usage of a particular 
author has warranted a different translation, the term has been translated 
accordingly. The following paragraphs survey the key terms for which an 
attempt has been made to offer a consistent translation in these volumes. 

‘Terms for the incarnation that use the root “flesh” (e.g. sarx in Greek, caro 
in Latin, besr@ in Syriac) have been translated in a way that preserves this 
root, or at least signifies it with the Latinate -carn- root. Examples include 


99 Gos 


incarnate, 
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“incarnation, enfleshment,” “enfleshed,” “became incarnate,” 
“become flesh,” “made flesh,” and so forth. Terms that fall into this catego- 
ry are the Greek sarkosis, ensarkosis, and sarkothenta; the Latin incarnatio and 
incarnatus; and the Syriac besranuta, mbasranuta, and metbasranuta. Other 
terms for the incarnation use the root “human” (e.g. anthropo- in Greek, 
homo/bumanus in Latin, bar[? |nasa in Syriac, rome in Coptic). These terms 
are likewise translated in a way that preserves their root, such as “became 
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human,” “made human,” and so forth. Terms that fall into this category are 
the Greek enanthroped; the Latin homo factus; and the Syriac etbarnas. Ab- 
stract nouns with this root, such as the Greek enanthropeésis and the Syriac 
metbarnsanuta, have been rendered with “humanification.” 

The Nicene homoousios is translated with “same-in-substance.” The Latin 
equivalents eiusdem substantiae and consubstantialis and the Syriac equivalent 
bar kyana@ are translated in the same way. When the Greek term hypostasis is 
used in a technical Christological sense it is simply transliterated. Its Syriac 
equivalent gnoma is rendered by the same transliteration (when the text is 
a Syriac translation of a Greek original). The phrase kath’ hypostasin, which 
literally means “according to hypostasis,” is frequently rendered with 
“hypostatically” or “hypostatic,” depending on the context. The standard 
translation of the Greek prosdpon, the Latin persona, and the Syriac parsopa, 
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when used in a technical Christological sense, is “person.” The Greek term 
synapheia is translated “conjunction,” and its verbal cognates based on syn- 
apto, “conjoin.” 

The three Greek terms theotokos, christotokos, and anthropotokos are also 
simply transliterated. These titles, which respectively mean “bearer or 
birthgiver of God, of Christ, or the human being,” refer to Mary, the moth- 
er of Jesus, but each encapsulates a particular view of the incarnation. The 
Latin equivalents are rendered with the Greek transliterations: theotocos, 
dei genetrix, and partrix dei for Theotokos; and genetrix hominis and genetrix 
Christi for the other two terms. The Syriac equivalent for Theotokos, ya/dat 
alaha, is also rendered with the Greek transliteration. 

The four Chalcedonian adverbs are translated, when possible, as ad- 
verbs: “unconfusedly” (asugchutos), “unchangeably” (atreptos), “undividedly” 
(adiairetos), and “inseparably” (achoristos). The adjectival forms of these are 
also rendered similarly when possible. 

‘The Greek term oikonomia, whose Latin equivalent is oeconomia, is trans- 
lated by “economy” or “divine plan” when the term is used to refer to God’s 
plan for salvation. A related term with a similar meaning is the Latin dis- 
pensatio, “dispensation.” 

‘Two circumlocutions were used in Greek in reference to Christ. The 
phrase allo kai allo, which consists of two neuter singular pronouns joined 
by the conjunction “and,” was used to describe the position that Christ 
consists of two different “things” (substances or natures). This phrase is 
typically rendered by “one thing and another” or something similar. The 
expression allos kai allos, which contains two masculine singular pronouns, 
was used to describe the position that Christ consisted of two distinct per- 
sons or subjects. This expression is typically rendered by “one and another” 
or something similar. 


A FINAL WORD: THE MYSTERY OF CHRIST 


Many of the texts in this volume contain some sort of acknowledgment 
that the incarnation is ultimately a mystery whose full comprehension is 
beyond the capacities of the human intellect. Such a viewpoint was not 
the exclusive preserve of any single Christological tradition — it is found 
in all of them. One might think that this shared belief in the ultimate in- 
comprehensibility of the incarnation would have made early Christians en- 
gaged in Christological debate more tolerant of differences in approach 
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and opinion. Sadly that was not the case. Rather, respect for this mystery 
and recognition of what could and could not be known and said about the 
incarnation was deemed an essential feature of any theological account of 
Christ. As Theodoret of Cyrrhus memorably remarked, “We confess that 
we do not have a clear understanding of the truth — indeed, that is a sig- 
nificant part of the victory” (Exposition of the Orthodox Faith 17). Indeed, the 
errors of “heretics” were often attributed to a failure to respect this mys- 
tery. Attempting to explain the unexplainable, it was thought, inevitably led 
to heresy. 

And so, in the many pages of this volume containing early Christian 
texts that in one way or another attempt to explain Christ as God incarnate 
there is an underlying current of apophaticism or unknowing, along with 
an assumption that the subject of inquiry would prove ever elusive, ever 
beyond the grasp of the human mind. For most of the theologians in this 
volume the divine-human Christ was in the final analysis not a problem to 
be solved, however much ink they spilled on that endeavor, but a person to 
be contemplated, to be experienced, and to be loved in the midst of a com- 
munity of believers on the quest for salvation. It was in the service of this 
quest that so much reflection on Christ, so much inquiry into his identity 
and constitution, was set down for posterity. 


XLII 


PART I 


The Council of Chalcedon and 
Its Reception 
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Acts of the Home Synod at Constantinople 
(November 448): Selected Proceedings against 
Eutyches, Presbyter and Archimandrite 
Introduction and Translation by Mark DelCoghano 
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Eutyches (ca. 378-454) became a polarizing figure in the post-Cyrillian 
Christological debates leading up to the Council of Chalcedon in 451. A 
monk since his youth, Eutyches was eventually ordained a presbyter and 
around 410 became an archimandrite of a monastery outside the walls of 
Constantinople. At the Council of Ephesus in 431 he emerged as part of 
Cyril of Alexandria’s circle of supporters and a fierce opponent of Ne- 
storius. Unexpectedly, however, on November 8, 448, when the Home 
Synod of Constantinople was in session, presided over by Archbishop 
Flavian, Bishop Eusebius of Dorylaeum accused Eutyches of heresy. The 
proceedings against the archimandrite were conducted over the course 
of seven sessions, concluding with his deposition on November 22.’ The 
acts of this synod offer a rare glimpse into the debate over Eutyches, al- 
lowing the reader to observe the bishops and Eutyches in action as the 
former prosecute their case and the latter attempts to thwart their efforts. 
The acts also are a precious record of the archimandrite’s views, which 
are difficult to reconstruct because his extant writings are few, short, and 
theologically sparse. The extracts from the acts of the Home Synod of 
November 448 translated here must be contextualized; accordingly, what 
follows is a summary of the sessions that also indicates which selections 
have been translated. 


PART I: THE COUNCIL OF CHALCEDON AND ITS RECEPTION 


Session 1: The Indictment against Eutyches (November 8, 448) 


At the first session on November 8 Eusebius read his indictment against 
Eutyches, and the presbyter John and the deacon Andrew were sent to 
summon him to appear before the synod. The complete extant acts from 
this session are translated below. 


Session 2: The Affirmation of Cyril’s Letters (November 12, 448) 


The second session on November 12 began with Eusebius summarizing 
the first session and justifying his actions by appeal to the precedent of 
Nestorius. The remainder of the session was occupied with the reading of 
Cyril’s Second Letter to Nestorius and Letter of Reunion to John of Antioch,' after 
which each bishop present was asked to affirm that Cyril’s teaching was in 
harmony with Nicaea, that he agreed with it, and that he condemned any- 
one who thought otherwise — all this setting the stage for a condemnation 
of Eutyches. Translated below are the majority of the bishops’ responses to 
the reading of the letters; those statements omitted simply affirm what they 
were asked to affirm without further comment. These replies give some 
sense of the Christological views and sympathies of the bishops opposed 
to Eutyches. 


Session 3: A Report on the First and Second Summonses 
(November 15, 448) 


At the third session on November 15 John and Andrew recounted their 
visit to summon Eutyches to appear before the synod. ‘Translated be- 
low is John’s report, which tells not only of Eutyches’ refusal to come 
to the synod because of a vow he claimed to have made never to leave 
his monastery and to live in it “as in a tomb” (a vow apparently broken 
a week later when he finally did appear),* but also of the conversation 
that he and Andrew had with the archimandrite, which provides addi- 
tional details about the views of Eutyches. After John’s report was read, 
Andrew testified to its veracity, as did another deacon named Athana- 
sius who happened to be present. After this, the presbyters Mamas and 


1 Translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 564-569 and 718-725. 
2 See Acts of the Home Synod at Constantinople, session 3, section 359. 
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Theophilus were sent to summon Eutyches a second time, and when 
they returned the synod learned that this time Eutyches claimed illness 
as an excuse not to appear. The synod then decided to summon him a 
third time, ordering him to appear on November 17. The presbyters 
Memnon and Epiphanius and the deacon Germanus were sent to deliver 
the third summons. 


Sessions 4 and 5: A Report on the Third Summons 
(November 16-17, 448) 


The fourth session on November 16 was brief. Some of Eutyches’s monks 
visited the synod to report that the archimandrite was still ill and could 
not appear. They tried to convey a message from Eutyches, but Flavian re- 
fused to hear it since he wanted Eutyches to appear in person. At the fifth 
session the next day Memnon, Epiphanius, and Germanus recounted their 
visit to Eutyches. Memnon reported that Eutyches, still pleading illness, 
was ready to have his envoys assent on his behalf to the decrees of Nicaea 
and Ephesus, as well as to the writings of Cyril. This angered Eusebius, 
who became afraid of his case against Eutyches being dismissed because 
the archimandrite’s present affirmations of orthodoxy might annul his past 
denials. Flavian promised that this wouldn’t happen. Epiphanius and Ger- 
manus then confirmed Memnon’s report. Eutyches was ordered to appear 
before the synod on November 22 under pain of automatic deposition if 
he failed to do so. 


Session 6: A Further Report on the Second Summons 
(November 20, 448) 


‘There was a short session, the sixth, on November 20, at which Eusebius 
requested that certain associates of Eutyches be summoned to appear 
at this trial on November 22. Eusebius also reported that during the 
second summons Mamas and Theophilus heard Eutyches make certain 
potentially damaging statements that were not recorded in the minutes, 
and so they were asked to make a report. Translated below are the tes- 
timonies of both envoys, which provide further insight into Eutyches’s 
theology. 


PART I: THE COUNCIL OF CHALCEDON AND ITS RECEPTION 


Session 7: The Trial and Deposition of Eutyches 
(November 22, 448) 


The final and seventh session took place on November 22. Eutyches fi- 
nally appeared, and the patrician Florentius sat in on the proceedings. 
Eutyches was interrogated, condemned, and deposed. Translated below is 
the entirety of the acts from this session, which concluded with the read- 
ing of the formal sentence against Eutyches and a list of the signatories. 
The debate between Eutyches and members of the synod, coupled with 
the reports of John, Mamas, and Theophilus, though frustratingly reti- 
cent, are some of the best sources for understanding the Christological 
views of Eutyches. 

The image of Eutyches that emerges in these proceedings is that of a 
monk resistant to being drawn into the Christological squabbles among 
bishops. After his efforts to avoid even appearing before the synod failed, 
he tried to defend himself against the charges brought against him sim- 
ply by affirming his agreement with the creed of Nicaea, the decrees of 
Ephesus I, and the writings of Cyril and other fathers. This proved in- 
sufficient. Two issues above all were found problematic. The first was his 
denial that Christ was same-in-substance with human beings according 
to his humanity — in essence, Eutyches was rejecting the so-called double 
consubstantiality endorsed in the Formula of Reunion of 433 and thus 
potentially destroying a fragile peace.} In the end, however, Eutyches was 
willing to make this very affirmation since the synod affirmed it, with the 
provision that Christ’s uniqueness as the Son of God not be impugned.+ 
The second issue was his refusal to acknowledge two natures in Christ 
after the incarnation. On this point he would not budge, maintaining 
that fathers such as Cyril and Athanasius had taught that after the incar- 
nation and the union from the two natures, Christ was one nature. For 
this view and his refusal to anathematize those who held it, Eutyches was 
condemned and deposed. 


3 The Formula of Reunion is quoted in Cyril of Alexandria’s Letter of Reunion to John of 
Antioch, translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 718-725. 
4 See Acts of the Home Synod at Constantinople, session 7, sections 514, 520, and 522. 
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Eutyches appealed immediately.5 On April 13, 449 an inquiry was held 
under the presidency of the patrician Florentius to investigate the claim 
of Eutyches that the minutes of the Home Synod were inaccurate and 
even falsified. Some of the more significant points of contention over the 
minutes of the third and seventh sessions are highlighted in the notes in 
the translations below. Of particular importance is the apparent omission 
of Flavian’s demand that Eutyches affirm Christ’s two natures after the 
union — a much stronger dyophysite formula than the one the minutes rec- 
ord Flavian requiring, that Christ is from two natures.° A second inquiry 
was held on April 27, 449, to investigate whether Flavian had written his 
condemnation of Eutyches before the archimandrite had even appeared at 
the synod. These inquiries raised enough questions about the legitimacy 
of the Home Synod of November 448 for a decision to be made to hear 
Eutyches’s appeal at the upcoming second Council of Ephesus (Ephesus 
II) in August 449.7 

The acts of the Home Synod in November 448 are preserved only be- 
cause they were read out and debated at Ephesus II, whose acts in turn are 
only preserved because they were read out at the first session of the Coun- 
cil of Chalcedon in 451. To put it another way, the proceedings against Eu- 
tyches are preserved with interjected material from the two later councils. 
Accordingly, breaks in the sequence of the numbering of the acts of the 
November 448 Home Synod should not be taken as necessarily indicating 
omissions in the translated material; rather, the interjected material from 
the two later councils has been omitted from the translation for an un- 
interrupted reading of the acts of the Home Synod. Deliberate omissions 
of material from the acts are noted. Refer to the note at the beginning of 
each session for details on precisely what material is included in and omit- 
ted from the translations. 

The translations here are based upon the Greek text of the acts edited by 
Eduard Schwartz, Concilium Universale Chalcedonense, ACO 2.1.1 (Berlin: 
De Gruyter, 1933), 100-161. 


5 See also Eutyches’s letter of appeal to Leo of Rome, translated in this volume on pp. 
29-35: 

6 See Acts of the Home Synod at Constantinople, session 7, sections 488 and 513, and the note 
on section 535. 

7 For the proceedings at Ephesus II, see the introduction to Acts of the Council of Chalcedon, 
translated in this volume on pp. 49-116. 
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TRANSLATION 


First Session® 
(Held on November 8, 448) 


223. In the consulship of the most illustrious Flavian Zeno and Flavian 
Postumianus, six days before the Ides of November, in Christ-loving and 
imperial Constantinople Rome, the holy and great home synod convened 
at the previously mentioned megalopolis in the episcopal council chamber, 
with the most holy and most sacred archbishop Flavian presiding. After 
a report dispatched from the most godly bishop Florentius of Sardis, the 
metropolis of the province of Lydia, and from his most godly suffragan 
bishops John and Cossinius, had been read in the presence also of the cler- 
ics who had carried the reports, an unambiguous decision was made in the 
matter relating to what had been read. Then the most God-beloved bish- 
op Eusebius of Dorylaeum, one of those sitting in council, stood up and 
presented an indictment to the holy synod, imploring that it be read and 
entered into the minutes of the proceedings. 

224. Given his insistence the most holy archbishop Flavian said, “Let 
the indictment be accepted and read, so that we may know the accusation 


contained in it.” 


225. A copy of the indictment of the most reverent bishop Eusebius of 
Dorylaeum 


‘To the most holy and most God-beloved archbishop Flavian 
and the holy and great home synod of the most God-beloved bish- 
ops, from bishop Eusebius of Dorylaeum. 


I kept praying that the presbyter and archimandrite Eutyches 
would not be so overcome by insanity, drunken thinking, and men- 
tal derangement that he forgot the fear of God and despised the 
dreadful tribunal and the just judgment and retribution of Christ 


8 The acts of the first session are translated in their entirety. 

9 The numbering used here is that of the first session of the acts of the Council of 
Chalcedon in 451, during which the acts of Ephesus IT were read out, which included 
the acts of the Home Synod of Constantinople in 448-449. Breaks in the sequence of 
the numbering should not be taken as necessarily indicating omissions in the translated 
material; rather, the interjected material from the two later councils has been omitted 
from the translation for an uninterrupted reading of the acts of the Home Synod. It is 
noted when material from the acts is deliberately omitted. 
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the Savior of us all, who will come to judge the world in justice’ 
and to repay each according to his works," so much so that he has 
ventured to stir his blasphemous tongue against Christ himself the 
Savior of us all and to label as heretical both the fathers who are 
numbered among the saints and us who have emulated their faith. 
With unchecked mouth and unbridled tongue he does not cease 
to deny the pious doctrines of orthodoxy and to disparage the holy 
fathers and me, even though I have never been suspected of being 
a heretic but have always waged war against heretics, have taken up 
the cause of the orthodox faith as best I could, and have resolutely 
maintained the faith of the 318 holy fathers who gathered together 
at Nicaea, all the proceedings of the holy and great synod at the 
metropolis of Ephesus, and the views and expositions of the bless- 
ed Cyril, who had once been bishop of the megalopolis of Alexan- 
dria, 230.'? Athanasius, Basil, Gregory the Great, Gregory, Greg- 
ory, and the holy bishops Atticus and Proclus."3 For this reason, I 
beg and beseech Your Sacredness not to disregard this supplication 
of mine but to order the presbyter and archimandrite Eutyches to 
appear before your holy council and defend himself against the 
charges brought against him by me. For I am prepared to prove 
that he bears the name of orthodoxy falsely and is a stranger to 
the orthodox faith in every way. And I implore you by the holy 
and same-in-substance ‘Trinity who preserves our Christ-loving 
emperors, and by the safety and continued reign of our most pious 
emperors Theodosius and Valentinian, eternal Augusti, to order 
the previously mentioned Eutyches to appear before your holy 


10 See Acts 17:31. 11 See Rev 22:12. 

12 Recall that a break in the sequence of the numbering does not indicate an omission in 
the translated material (unless explicitly stated); rather, the interjected material from 
Ephesus II and Chalcedon has been omitted from the translation for an uninterrupted 
reading of the acts of the Home Synod. 

13 The list of names varies in the manuscripts (see the apparatus for ACO 2.1.1: 101, 16 
Schwartz). Though some include Basil, Schwartz did not include his name in his edition. 
However, a similar list including Basil appears in the two ancient Latin translations 
of Eutyches’s profession of faith (ACO 2.2.1: 35, 5-6 Schwartz and ACO 2.4: 145, 
16-17 Schwartz), which is a response to Eusebius’s indictment. Given this testimony, 
we have emended the text to include Basil. The three Gregories are probably Gregory 
Thaumaturgus, Gregory of Nazianzus, and Gregory of Nyssa. Atticus and Proclus were 
previous bishops of Constantinople, from 406-425 and 434-446, respectively. A homily 
of the latter is translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 577-584. 
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synod and defend himself against the charges brought against him 
by me, so that, after he has been convicted by me, those harmed 
by him may be corrected and the victorious orthodox faith may be 
seen even now as the preeminent one to the ends of the earth. If 
this comes to pass, I will confess thanks to your holy synod forever. 


I, bishop Eusebius of the holy church of God in Dorylaeum, 
have delivered this indictment of mine and signed it with my own 
hand. 


231. After this was read the most holy archbishop said, “While it shocks 
us that the document just read brings such an indictment against the most 
reverent presbyter and archimandrite Eutyches, let Your Reverence never- 
theless deign to set up a meeting with him and discuss the orthodox faith 
with him. And if he should in actual fact be found to hold unorthodox views, 
he will then be summoned by the holy synod and have to present himself.” 

232. Bishop Eusebius said, “I was a friend of his previously, and because 
of this I met with him not once, not twice, but many times, from the time 
when he became disabled. I had discussions with him and when I discov- 
ered that he held unorthodox views I exhorted and instructed him, but 
he remained steadfast in his affirmation of teachings that are alien to our 
orthodox faith. I can prove this with many witnesses who were present and 
heard him. So I adjure you again by our Lord Jesus Christ to summon him 
to defend himself, and after he has been convicted by me, to make him 
stop teaching his distorted doctrines, seeing that many have been harmed 
by him.” 

233. The most holy archbishop said, “Let Your Reverence bear with us 
and take the trouble to go to his monastery again, and converse with him 
on the appropriate subjects with peace as your goal, so as to prevent any 
disturbance and turmoil from arising again among the holy churches of 
God.” 

234. Bishop Eusebius said, “After having visited him often without per- 
suading him it is impossible for me to visit him again and hear his blas- 
phemous pronouncements. Instead let Your Holiness deign to summon 
him to appear. For I cannot consent to such a case being dismissed without 
an investigation.” 

235. The holy synod said, “Your Reverence should have obeyed the 
counsel of our most holy and sacred archbishop. But since we see your 
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persistence, what you have sought will come to pass. Therefore, let the 
indictments delivered by you be entered into the minutes to facilitate an 
accurate examination of the proceedings, and let the most reverent presby- 
ter and advocate John together with the most reverent deacon Andrew go 
to the most reverent presbyter and archimandrite Eutyches, read him the 
indictment delivered against him, and suggest that he appear before this 
holy synod and contend for himself, as he is accused of no trivial matter.” 


* 
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Second Session" 
(Held on November 12, 448) 


270. After the letters were read,’5 the most reverent bishop Eusebius of 
Dorylaeum said, “Convinced as I am that these are my own views and hav- 
ing also taken on the role of adversary against those who wish to debase the 
doctrine of orthodoxy away from them, I came to your holy synod. I ask 
also that Your Holiness too ratify what has been read, so that all may know 
that whoever undermines these expositions is the enemy of the orthodox 
church and a stranger to the priestly assembly.” 

271. The most holy archbishop Flavian said, “It is necessary and pious for 
us to agree to opinions that have been expressed in an orthodox manner. 
For who shall be able to resist the words of the Holy Spirit? After all, the 
letters that have been read of our father among the saints, Cyril of blessed 
memory, who was once bishop of the most holy church in Alexandria, pro- 
vide an accurate interpretation of the intent of the holy fathers convened at 
Nicaea at that time, teaching us the things which we have held always in the 
past and hold now, namely, that ‘our Lord Jesus Christ, the only-begotten 
Son of God, was complete God and complete human being of rational soul 
and body. With respect to his deity he was begotten before the ages begin- 
ninglessly from the Father and the same one with respect to his humanity 


14 The translation of the acts of the second session omits the exchanges at the beginning, as 
well as the reading of Cyril of Alexandria’s two letters, and begins with the responses of 
the bishops, with some omissions, namely, sections 307-308, 343-345, and 348-351. 

15 Cyril of Alexandria’s Second Letter to Nestorius and Letter of Reunion to John of Antioch, 
translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 564-569 and 718-725. 
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was begotten at the end and in the last days from the Virgin Mary for us and 
for our salvation. He was same-in-substance with his Father with respect to 
his deity and same-in-substance with his mother with respect to his human- 
ity.° For we confess that Christ is from two natures after the humanifica- 
tion, confessing ‘one Christ, one Son, one Lord’”” in one hypostasis and one 
person. But those who choose to hold views contrary to these we denounce 
from the holy assembly of priests and the fullness of the church. Now let 
each of the most God-beloved bishops present here report his own opinion 
and his faith in the minutes of the proceedings.” 

301. The most God-beloved bishop Basil of the metropolis of Seleu- 
cia said, “Who can criticize the statements of our blessed father Cyril? 
With the impiety of Nestorius about to submerge the world he checked 
it through his own acuity. When that man was dividing our one Lord and 
God and Savior Christ into two persons and two sons, he showed that a 
complete divinity and a complete humanity is to be acknowledged in one 
person and Son and Lord and Master of creation. So we accept all the 
treatises and letters written by him as true and pertinent to piety, and we 
worship our one Lord Jesus Christ acknowledged in two natures. The one 
he had in himself before the ages as he is ‘the reflection of the Father’s glo- 


ry, 
us, and he united it to himself hypostatically, and so is called the complete 


and the other he received from his mother as one born from her for 


God and Son of God and complete man and Son of Man, wanting to save 
us all by becoming just like us in every way ‘except for sin.’’? We affirm that 
those who oppose such doctrines are enemies of the church.” 

302. The most God-beloved bishop Seleucus of the metropolis of Ama- 
seia said, “The doctrines that were just read of the holy father Cyril who 
had once been bishop, and the acuity of the most holy archbishop Flavian, 
and now the assent of the most holy bishop Basil fill our hearts with joy. 
‘Therefore, since such doctrines are apostolic, orthodox, and pious, I myself 
also agree with and consent to them, and whoever does not hold these 
views I anathematize and judge to be a stranger to the ecclesiastical and or- 
thodox community. For we also believe in our one Lord Jesus Christ, who 
is the Word from God, light from light, life from life, about whom it is to 


16 Cyril of Alexandria, Letter of Reunion to John of Antioch 5 (ACO 1.1.4: 17, 9-13 Schwartz). 
17 Cyril of Alexandria, Letter of Reunion to John of Antioch 5 (ACO 1.1.4: 17, 14 Schwartz). 
18 Heb 1:3. 19 Heb 4:15. 
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be laid down as doctrine that he is in two natures after the humanification 
and the assumption of the flesh from the holy Mary. And anyone whose 
views are contrary to these we denounce as a stranger to the church.”*° 


we * 


330. The most reverent bishop Valerianus said, “I confess two births, from 
the divine and from the flesh, with the divine from his Father and the flesh 
from his mother, one and the same Son of God, as all the fathers defined: 
two births in one person. What I confess accords with the decrees of the 
318 fathers convened at Nicaea and the holy synod at Ephesus, and with 
what Cyril of blessed memory the bishop of the megalopolis of Alexandria 
defined: this is what I believe and confess.” 

331. The most God-beloved bishop Longinus of the city of Chersone- 
sus said, “Following the holy and great synod of the 318 that convened at 
Nicaea, our father among the saints Cyril the bishop gave an exposition of 
this doctrine in his letter with complete accuracy. Therefore, I also agree 
with the endorsement of the most God-beloved archbishop Flavian and 
the most God-beloved bishops, knowing that after the humanification the 
divinity of the only-begotten Son of God and our Savior Jesus Christ is to 
be worshiped as from two natures. Those who are opposed to this faith we 
consider strangers to the pious faith of the most holy church.” 

339. The most God-beloved bishop Meliphthongus of Juliopolis said, 
“Even if an angel from heaven,’ as the divine Apostle says, ‘should pro- 
claim’ to us another ‘gospel contrary to’ what has just been read from the 
holy fathers of the synods at Nicaea and Ephesus, ‘let him be anathema.”?! 
And as for those who do not confess the two natures brought together in 
true unity into one and the same Son of God, true God from true God, 
Christ Jesus, let them be anathema. But those who introduce any innova- 
tion contrary to the expositions of the holy apostles and fathers and disturb 
God’s church will bear the punishment, whoever they may be.”** 

340. The most God-beloved bishop Julianus of Cos said, “No one with 
sound views can oppose the faith expounded by the holy fathers at Nica- 
ea and again by the holy and great synod convoked in the metropolis of 
Ephesus. So then, we confess the two natures in one person, because of 


20 Sections 307-308 are omitted from the translation. 21 See Gal 1:6. 
22 See Gal 5:10. 
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which there is one Son, one Lord Jesus Christ. And if anyone, being car- 
ried away by satanic madness and following his own ideas in whatever 
way he wants, holds some other view contrary to that which we have 
received from the holy fathers our predecessors, let him be a stranger to 
the church.” 

342. The most God-beloved bishop Sabas of the city of Paltus said, 
“We have learned to follow the fathers. For indeed it was not from 
themselves that our fathers at Nicaea spoke what they spoke, but they 
spoke that which the Holy Spirit dictated. Similarly, it was from the 
Holy Spirit that the most God-beloved and most sacred blessed Cyril 
spoke and uttered what belongs to the fathers. He was followed by the 
primate of the East, the most God-beloved John the bishop of Antioch, 
and he was followed by the one who was the first to speak, the God-be- 
loved bishop Basil. And this is my view too and my confession, and if 
anyone in the whole world does not hold to this faith, not only is he a 
stranger to me but also to all those who believe in an orthodox manner. 
Now I exhort Your Sacredness to send this tome to the East as well and 
deliver us from blasphemy, and if anyone does not sign the tome, he 
should be a stranger to us.”*3 


KKK 


346.4 The most God-beloved bishop Eudoxius of Bosporus said, “Our 
thrice-blessed father Cyril in following the holy and great synod at Nicaea 
made it quite clear to us on the subject of the coming of Christ our Savior 
that the God before the ages, the Son of the Father, became human in the 
last days in order to rend the bond against us,’5 and he assumed a complete 
human being for our salvation. So then, anyone who does not consent to 
the expositions of the holy fathers makes himself a stranger to the entire 


9926 


priestly communion and the coming of Christ. 


* 


* OK 


23 The “tome” here is presumably Cyril of Alexandria’s Letter of Reunion to John of Antioch. 
24 Sections 343-345 are omitted from the translation. 25 See Col 2:14. 
26 Sections 348-351 are omitted from the translation. 
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Third Session? 
(Held on November 15, 448) 


359. [he most reverent presbyter and advocate John said,** “A short time ago 
the most God-beloved bishop Eusebius came forward in council before Your 
Holiness, accused the most reverent presbyter and archimandrite Eutyches, 
delivered a written document revealing that he was infected with the diseases 
of the heretics, and demanded that he be summoned before Your Holiness to 
defend himself against the charges brought against him by him.’? Then, us- 
ing foresight Your Infallible Wisdom commanded me and the most reverent 
deacon Andrew to go to him in his monastery and summon him to defend 
himself. This is what happened: when we approached him in his monastery 
we read him the indictment, gave him a copy, identified the accuser, and in- 
formed him about the summons and the defense before Your Holiness. But 
he utterly refused to appear and defend himself, claiming that long ago, from 
the beginning, he made a decision to subject himself to a rule, that he would 
never go anywhere else outside of his community, but would in some way 
pass his days in the monastery as if in a tomb. He asked us to inform Your 
Holiness that the most God-beloved bishop Eusebius, his longtime enemy, 
has brought this accusation against him to abuse and insult him. Indeed, 
he said he was prepared to agree to the expositions of the holy fathers who 
held synods at both Nicaea and Ephesus and he acceded to sign their inter- 
pretations. And if there somehow happened to be something either wrong 
or erroneous on their part in certain expressions, he would neither attack 
nor accept it, but examine the scriptures alone as being more reliable than 
the exposition of the fathers. He also said that after the humanification of 
God the Word, that is, after the birth of our Lord Jesus Christ, he worships 
one nature, that of God who became incarnate and was made human. And 
he produced and read a document on this subject. And he added that some 


27 Only the report of John is translated from the acts of the third session. 

28 At the inquiry on April 13, 449 the veracity of John’s report was challenged. In response 
he asked that the private notes he took during his summons of Eutyches be read to 
verify his report to the synod on November 15, 448 (see Acts of the Council of Chalcedon, 
session 1, sections 644-647 [=ACC 1.644-647]). The text of his private notes is preserved 
at ACC 1.648. The report here in section 359 is basically the same, though the wording 
differs at times, but there are also some substantial differences, which are indicated in the 
following notes. 

29 Against Eutyches by Eusebius of Dorylaeum. 
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reproach, as he said, had been uttered against him, that he had claimed that 
God the Word brought his flesh down from heaven, but he was innocent of 
such a reproach. Moreover, that our Lord Jesus Christ came into being from 
two natures united hypostatically?° is something that he had not been taught 
by the expositions of the holy fathers, nor would he accept it if some such 
thing were read to him by someone, because the divine scriptures, as he said, 
are better than the teaching of the fathers. And as he was saying these things 
he confessed that [our Lord Jesus Christ] is complete God and complete hu- 
man being who was born from the Virgin Mary but does not have flesh that 
is the same-in-substance with us.3" He said this while conversing with me.” 


* 
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Sixth Session; 
(Held on November 20, 448) 


447. The most God-beloved bishop Eusebius said, “I have been tipped off 
by certain people that in the course of the second summons by your holy 
synod the most reverent presbyters sent by you, Mamas and Theophilus, 


30 Instead of the phrase “came into being from two natures united hypostatically,” John’s 
private notes had, “must be explained as from two natures after the union” (ACC 1.648 
[ACO 2.1.1: 161, 16 Schwartz]). 

John’s private notes did not contain the phrase “but does not have flesh that is the 
same-in-substance with us.” At the inquiry on April 13, 449, this was noted by a 
representative of Eutyches, and an investigation followed (see ACC 1.652-682). When 
asked to explain the addition in the report, John claimed he did not write it in his notes 
because Eutyches had said it to him privately out of the hearing of his companions, 

the deacons Andrew and Athanasius. They were then questioned. Andrew reported the 
following exchange with Eutyches: “In connection with the ‘same-in-substance’ the most 
reverent presbyter and advocate John put a question to the most reverent presbyter and 
archimandrite Eutyches, whether he affirmed that God the Word was same-in-substance 
with the Father according to his divinity and same-in-substance with us according to his 
humanity. The archimandrite Eutyches said, ‘What does the creed contain?’ The lord 
John said that the creed only contains ‘same-in-substance with the Father,’ In return the 
archimandrite Eutyches said, ‘You too should think about the matter in this way, for this 
is how I think about it.’ On this subject I know nothing else” (ACC 1.667 [ACO 2.1.1: 
162, 36-42 Schwartz]). Athanasius reported the same exchange almost verbatim (ACC 
1.672). While Andrew acknowledged that John spoke to Eutyches privately (ACC 1.669), 
Athanasius professed ignorance (ACC 1.674). 

The acts of the sixth session are translated in their entirety, only omitting Eusebius’s 
opening request that certain associates of Eutyches attend the synod for his trial, and 
Flavian’s order for this to be done (sections 445-446). 
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heard some statements from presbyter and archimandrite Eutyches that 
were not reported in the minutes of the proceedings, and if these were to 
be divulged, it would be indisputable proof of his views. So then, I ask that 
presbyters Mamas and Theophilus be summoned so that with the holy 
gospels set out they may relate what they heard from presbyter and archi- 
mandrite Eutyches.” 

448. The most holy archbishop said, “Let the notaries tell us if the most 
reverent presbyters just mentioned are here.” 

449. The notaries said, “The most reverent presbyter Theophilus is 
present, but the most reverent presbyter Mamas is not here.” 

450. The most holy archbishop said, “You heard what the most God-be- 
loved bishop Eusebius said. Therefore, with the fear of God before your 
eyes recount truthfully everything that you heard presbyter Eutyches say 
when you were sent by us and the holy synod to summon him.” 

451. The most reverent presbyter Theophilus said, “By the order of Your 
Holiness the most godly presbyter Mamas and I arrived at the monastery 
of the most reverent presbyter and archimandrite Eutyches and we deliv- 
ered to him the writ of summons that was sent to him by the holy synod. 
And he began by wishing to debate with us, but the most reverent presby- 
ter Mamas said to him, ‘We haven’t come to debate with Your Reverence, 
but to summon you to appear before the holy synod.’ Then, with presbyter 
Narses and archimandrite Maximus and some other monks present, the 
same most reverent presbyter and archimandrite began by saying, ‘In what 
passages of scripture is “two natures” found?’ and next, ‘Did any of the holy 
fathers teach that God the Word has two natures?’ In response to these 
questions we replied to him, ‘Can you yourself show us where “same-in- 
substance” is found in scripture or what passage mentions it?’ Then the 
same most reverent Eutyches replied, ‘It is not found within scripture but 
it is found in the teaching of the fathers.’ In response to this the most 
reverent presbyter Mamas said in reply, ‘Just as “same-in-substance” is not 
found within scripture but has been taught by the fathers, so too the same 
holy fathers taught about two natures.’ And in response to these remarks I 
said, ‘Is God the Word complete or not?’ The same presbyter said, ‘Com- 
plete.’ I said, ‘Is the incarnate one a complete human being or not?’ The 
same presbyter said, ‘Complete.’ I said, ‘So if he is complete God and com- 
plete human being, what prevents us from affirming one Son from two 
natures? Two complete things constitute one Son.’ In response to these 
remarks the most reverent presbyter and archimandrite Eutyches replied, 
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‘God forbid that I should ever say Christ is from two natures or discourse 
on the nature of my God!33 So if they intend to depose me or want to do 
something against me, let them do it, God permitting. For I myself stand 
firm in the faith that I have received, and in it I wish to die.’ This is what I 
heard from him.” 

452. The most holy archbishop said, “If you heard such things about the 
faith from the most reverent Eutyches, tell us why you passed over them in 
silence when you attended the previous meeting.” 

453. The most reverent presbyter Theophilus said, “Even Your God- 
Belovedness knows that we were not sent for this reason, but only to sum- 
mon presbyter Eutyches. Therefore, not being questioned, we thought it 
unnecessary to report on matters that had not been entrusted to us.” 

454. The notaries said, “In attendance now is presbyter Mamas, whom 
the most God-beloved bishop Eusebius mentioned earlier.” 

455. The most holy archbishop said, “Let the report of the most rever- 
ent presbyter Theophilus be read to the most reverent presbyter Mamas.” 

456. And after it was read the most God-beloved presbyter Mamas 
said, “If the subject of inquiry is a human being, having the name of cleric 
I would not speak falsely. And when matters of faith are being discussed, 
I will neither deny nor speak falsely - God forbid! When we were sent 
we were entrusted by the holy synod with nothing other than delivering 
the writ and receiving the reply whether he would come or not. For this 
reason in the first report of what that man chose to say I thought it un- 
necessary to report. But seeing that the most godly bishop Eusebius had 
asked that what [Eutyches] said also be reported, I report the same things 
that the most reverent presbyter Theophilus reported. For indeed when 
we kept silent and decided not to discuss anything with him, he expressed 
his views on doctrine in a contentious manner. And we condemned him 
gently. For he said, “The incarnate God the Word came to raise up the 
fallen human nature.’ Immediately I said in objection, ‘Which?’ Again he 


33 In Greek, physiologein ton theon mou, “to discourse on the nature of my God.” At the 
inquiry on April 13, 449, Theophilus affirmed the veracity of this sentence, though he 
reported it in this way: “It is impossible for me to affirm that Christ is from two natures, 
for I do not discourse on the nature of my Lord” (ACC 1.698 [ACO 2.1.1: 165, 28-29 
Schwartz). 

34 At the inquiry on April 13, 449, when pressed whether he heard Eutyches say anything 
else not contained in his report, Theophilus replied that he heard him say, “I follow the 
exposition of the fathers” (ACC 1.701 [ACO 2.1.1: 165, 35-36 Schwartz). 
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said, “The human nature.’ I said, “Take note of this human nature and tell 
me by which nature it was raised up.’ He said, ‘I haven’t been taught by 
the scripture about two natures.’ I said, ‘Nor have we been taught about 
“same-in-substance” by the scripture, but by the holy fathers who under- 
stood scripture piously and exposited it faithfully. So then, in this way we 
have received both the “same-in-substance” and that Christ the Son of 
God is from two natures.’ In response to these remarks he said, ‘I do not 
discourse on the nature of the divinity, nor do I affirm two natures — God 
forbid! And here I am; even if deposed, let the monastery be my tomb, 
and if God permits me to suffer something, I will suffer it gladly. For I 
do not confess two natures.’ It was for the reason I mentioned earlier, 
because we had not visited him to debate but only to give [a message] 
and receive a response, that we did not report these things in the earlier 
report.” 

457. The most holy archbishop said, “The reports of both most reverent 
presbyters is clear. Therefore, let them be included in the trusteeship of 
the minutes.” 


Seventh Session;s 
(Held on November 22, 448) 


458. When the holy and great synod convened again, with the holy and 
awe-inspiring gospels set out and our most holy archbishop Flavian presid- 
ing, in the episcopal council chamber on the appointed day, Monday, that 
is, the twenty-second of the month of November, presbyter Asterius the 
notary said, “The appointed day has arrived, and the most God-beloved 
bishop Eusebius stands at the doors seeking to enter.” 

459. The most holy archbishop said, “Let him enter.” 

460. And after he entered the most holy archbishop said, “Let deacons 
Philadelphus and Beryllus go and search around the episcopal residence 
for the most reverent presbyter and archimandrite Eutyches, to see wheth- 
er he has appeared as promised, and summon him to the council.” 


35 The acts of the seventh session are translated in their entirety. 
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461. And after an interval, when the previously mentioned deacons re- 
turned, they said that they had searched for him everywhere in the church 
but had found neither him nor any of his supporters. 

462. The most holy archbishop said, “Let deacons Crispinus and Jovi- 
anus go once again and search around the church for him and wherever 
they learn that he is, summon him.” 

463. After they had gone and returned they said that they had not found 
him but had learned that he was going to attend with a great company of 
soldiers, monks, and members of the prefect’s staff. 

464. And after these things had been said and while the holy synod was 
waiting, the most reverent presbyter and advocate John said, “The most 
reverent presbyter and archimandrite Eutyches has appeared with a great 
throng of soldiers, monks, and praetorian officers of the most magnificent 
and glorious prefect, and they do not intend to let him enter your holy 
synod unless we promise in return to let his person go. Furthermore, the 
most admirable silentiary** Magnus is also with him at the doors wishing 
to enter as the envoy sent by our most pious and Christ-loving emperor.” 

465. The most holy archbishop said, “Let them enter.” 

466. And after they entered the most admirable silentiary Magnus said, 
“By the feet of Your Holiness’ receive, if you bid it, the rescript of the mas- 
ter. For he has related clear instructions to you in writing, and if you are so 
inclined, let it be read.” 

467. The holy synod said, “Read, my child, the instructions of our most 
pious emperor.” And the most admirable silentiary read as follows: 


468. Our concern is the peace of the holy churches and the ortho- 
dox faith. And it is our wish to guard the faith as it was proclaimed 
in an orthodox manner and under divine inspiration by our fa- 
thers, the 318 who convened at Nicaea, and by those who con- 
vened at Ephesus for the deposition of Nestorius. So then, this is 
our wish, lest scandal befall the previously mentioned orthodoxy. 
Since we know that the most magnificent patrician Florentius is 
a man of faith and of attested orthodoxy, it is our wish that he be 
present for the synod’s session, since its subject is the faith. 


36 Asilentiary (from the Latin si/entiarius) was an official of the imperial palace. 
37 “By your feet” is a formulaic expression of solemn supplication. 
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470. The most holy archbishop said, “We all know that the lord Flor- 
entius is a man of faith and of attested orthodoxy, and we wish him to be 
present. Yet let us learn from presbyter Eutyches whether he wants him to 
be present.” 

471. Presbyter and archimandrite Eutyches said, “Do whatever God and 
Your Holiness wants. I commend myself to you.” 

472. The most holy archbishop said, “Let the most magnificent patrician 
Florentius come in too. Bid him, young silentiary, not to cause trouble.” 

473. The most admirable silentiary Magnus said, “Also order a cleric be 
sent with me, so that there won’t be any doubt that Your Holiness sent me.” 

474. The most holy archbishop said, “If our most pious emperor had 
ordered us to send a cleric, we would have sent one. But since he did not 
order this, go to His Magnificence by yourself.” 

475.And after the most magnificent and glorious ex-prefect, ex-consul, 
and patrician Florentius entered, the holy synod said, “Let the accuser 
and the accused stand in the center. And let there be read from the be- 
ginning the acts relating to the case of the most God-beloved bishop 
Eusebius and the most reverent presbyter and archimandrite Eutyches, 
so that, having been guided by the prior decisions, we may conclude these 
ongoing affairs in accordance with justice and the holy canons.” 

476. And coming forward to the center, deacon Aetius the notary read 
the minutes of the proceedings. And as he was reading he reached the pas- 
sage of the second letter of Cyril of divine memory that was written to 
the most God-beloved bishops of the East,3* in which are contained these 
words: 


Accordingly, we confess that our Lord Jesus the Christ, the on- 
ly-begotten Son of God, was complete God and complete human 
being of rational soul and body. With respect to his deity he was 
begotten before the ages from the Father and the same one with 
respect to his humanity was begotten at the end of days from 
the Virgin Mary for us and for our salvation. The same one was 
same-in-substance with the Father with respect to his deity and 
same-in-substance with us with respect to his humanity. For there 


38 Cyril of Alexandria’s Letter of Reunion to John of Antioch, which was read at the second 
session. 
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occurred a union of two natures, on account of which we confess 
one Christ, one Lord.39 In keeping with this notion of unconfused 
union, we confess that the holy Virgin is Theotokos due to the fact 
that God the Word became incarnate and became human, uniting 
to himself from the very moment of conception the temple taken 
from her.#° 


477. The most God-beloved bishop Eusebius said, “By your feet, this man 
[Eutyches] does not confess this and has never agreed to these things, 
but he holds views contrary to them, tells them to every person whom he 
meets, and teaches them.” 

478. The most magnificent and glorious ex-prefect, ex-consul, and patri- 
cian Florentius said, “If Your Sacredness is so inclined, let father Eutyches 
be questioned as to whether he agrees with these things.” 

479. The most God-beloved bishop Eusebius said, “Please, let all the 
minutes of the acts be read.’ For the acts are enough for conviction. In- 
deed in my eyes he has already been convicted. For if he should agree right 
now by accepting a passage from some place or another, I ought not to 
suffer prejudice to my case. I have proven him guilty, and with the reports 
of those sent to him by the holy synod and with the most sacred bishops 
as my witnesses I can prove the same again, if he should deny them. For 
the lord Meliphthongus, the lord Jovianus, and the lord Julian have precise 
knowledge of the facts.” 

480. The most holy archbishop said, “No one disagrees, bishop Eusebi- 
us, that you have convicted him, and no one is going to receive presbyter 
Eutyches back if he agrees right now unless he is convicted for his former 
views.” 

481. The most God-beloved bishop Eusebius said, “I am afraid of his 
wheedling. Iam poor, without any means. He threatened me with exile and 
has money. He already pictures me in the Oasis.”# 

482. The most holy archbishop said, “Even if you persist in saying these 
things ten thousand times, we value nothing more than the truth.” 


39 Cyril’s letter has “one Christ, one Son, one Lord.” 

40 Cyril of Alexandria, Letter of Reunion to John of Antioch 5 (ACO 1.1.4: 17, 9-17 Schwartz). 

41 In sections 479-486 Eusebius expresses his concern that Eutyches has hatched a plan 
to deny his past views and affirm what the synod wants him to affirm not only to escape 
condemnation but also to make Eusebius himself susceptible to conviction for false 
prosecution. 

42 Nestorius was exiled to the Oasis in Upper Egypt in 435. 
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483. Bishop Eusebius said, “If I was convicted of false prosecution, I 
would be deposed from my position.” 

484. The most magnificent and glorious ex-prefect, ex-consul, and patri- 
cian Florentius said, “Let presbyter Eutyches be subjected to interrogation 
about the manner of his belief and the content of his claims, and then again 
let him be questioned about his reasons for affirming these things now but 
holding different views in the past.” 

485. Bishop Eusebius said, “As I said earlier, let him be questioned only 
if there is no prejudice toward me because of his present affirmation. For 
I have already convicted him of having incorrect views on the basis of the 
minutes of the proceedings.” 

486. The most holy archbishop said, “There will be no prejudice toward 
you because he currently affirms these things. For his past action has its 
own validity.” 

487. Bishop Eusebius said, “Does he or does he not agree with these pas- 
sages of the blessed Cyril that were just read and confess that there was a 
union of two natures in one person and one hypostasis?” 

488. The most holy archbishop said, “You have heard, presbyter Eu- 
tyches, what your accuser says. So say whether you confess a union from 
two natures.” 

489. Presbyter Eutyches said, “Yes, from two natures.” 

490. Bishop Eusebius said, “Do you or do you not confess two natures, 
lord archimandrite, after the humanification and affirm that Christ is same- 
in-substance with us according to the flesh?” 

498. Presbyter Eutyches said, “I did not come to debate, but I came to 
persuade Your Sacredness of my views. For my views have been written in 
this document. Order it to be read.” 

499. The most holy archbishop said, “Read it yourself.” 

500. Presbyter Eutyches said, “I cannot.” 

5o1. The most holy archbishop said, “Why? Isn’t it your exposition? Or 
is it someone else’s? If it’s yours, read it yourself.” 

502. Presbyter Eutyches said, “The explanation is mine, but it is the 
same as the explanation of the holy fathers.” 

503. The most holy archbishop said, “Of which fathers? Speak for your- 
self. Why do you need a document?” 


43 This document, a profession of faith, was appended to Eutyches’s letter to Leo of Rome; 
it is translated in this volume on pp. 33-34. 


23 


PART I: THE COUNCIL OF CHALCEDON AND ITS RECEPTION 


505. Presbyter Eutyches said, “This is what I believe: I worship the Fa- 
ther with the Son and the Son with the Father and the Holy Spirit with 
the Father and the Son. I confess that his coming in the flesh was from the 
flesh of the holy Virgin and that he became human in a complete manner 
for our salvation. Thus I confess before the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, 
and before Your Holiness.” 

511. The most holy archbishop said, “Do you confess that the same one, 
the one Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, is same-in-substance with his Father 
according to his divinity and same-in-substance with his mother according 
to his humanity?” 

512. Presbyter Eutyches said, “When I explained myself to Your Holi- 
ness, I affirmed my views about the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit. 
Don’t examine me about anything else.” 

513. The most holy archbishop said, “Do you now confess from two 
natures?” 

514. Presbyter Eutyches said, “Since I confess my God and my Lord 
as Lord of heaven and earth, until today I have not permitted myself to 
discourse on his nature. And even though before this until the present mo- 
ment I have not affirmed that he was same-in-substance with us, now I 
confess it.” 

515. The most holy archbishop said, “Are you not affirming that the 
same one is same-in-substance with the Father according to his divinity 
and same-in-substance with us according to his humanity?” 

516. Presbyter Eutyches said, “Until today I have not affirmed that the 
body of our Lord and God is same-in-substance with us, but I confess that 
the holy Virgin is same-in-substance with us and that our God became in- 
carnate from her.” 

517. The most holy archbishop said, “So the Virgin from whom the mas- 
ter Christ became incarnate is same-in-substance with us?” 

518. Presbyter Eutyches said, “I have affirmed that the Virgin is same- 
in-substance with us.” 


44 At the inquiry on April 13, 449, deacon Eleusinius (a representative of Eutyches) claimed 
that instead of this profession of faith, Eutyches had actually said, “Standing in the 
presence of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, whom I worshiped in the past, and 
worship now, and will worship in the future, my views are just like those which the 318 
fathers at Nicaea decreed and the holy synod at Ephesus confirmed” (ACC 1.737 [ACO 
2.1.1: 168, 31-33 Schwartz]). In the ensuing inquiry none of the bishops attested to the 
veracity of Eleusinius’s claim. 
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519. The most God-beloved bishop Basil said, “If the mother is same- 
in-substance with us, he is too. For he was called Son of Man. So if his 
mother is same-in-substance with us, he too is same-in-substance with us 
according to the flesh.” 

520. Presbyter Eutyches said, “Since you are affirming this now, I concur 
with it in every way.” 

521. The most magnificent and glorious ex-prefect, ex-consul, and patri- 
cian Florentius said, “Given that his mother is same-in-substance with us, 
her son is surely also same-in-substance with us.” 

522. Presbyter Eutyches said, “Until today I have not affirmed this. For 
since I confess that it is God’s body — are you listening? — I did not affirm 
that God’s body is a body of a human being but that his body is human‘ 
and that the Lord became incarnate from the Virgin. If I need to affirm 
that he is from the Virgin and same-in-substance with us, then I affirm this 
too, my lord, with the proviso that he is the only-begotten Son of God, 
Lord of heaven and earth, co-master and co-ruler with the Father, with 
whom he sits [upon the throne] and receives praise. For by no means am 
I affirming the same-in-substance while denying that he is Son of God. In 
the past I did not affirm this, and I am affirming for you now something 
which, I think, I did not affirm originally, but now since Your Sacredness 
has affirmed this, I affirm it.” 

523. The most holy archbishop said, “Is it then under compulsion and 
unwillingly that you confess the true faith?” 

524. Presbyter Eutyches said, “For now, my lord, accept this situation. 
Until this moment I was afraid of affirming this, since I know that the Lord 
is our God and I have not permitted myself to discourse on his nature. But 
since Your Sacredness permits and teaches this, I affirm it.” 

525. The most holy archbishop said, “This is not an innovation on our 
part, but what the fathers taught. Our belief accords with the faith as it has 
been taught by them, and we want everyone to hold fast to these things and 
no one to make any innovations.” 

526. The most magnificent and glorious patrician Florentius said, “Do 
you or do you not affirm that our Lord who is from the Virgin is same-in- 
substance [with us] and from two natures after the humanification?” 

527. Presbyter Eutyches said, “I confess that our Lord was from two na- 
tures before the union, but after the union I confess one nature.” 


45 In Greek, ouk eipon soma anthropou to tou theou soma, anthropinon de to soma. 
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534. The holy synod said, “You need to make a clear confession and 
anathematize everything contrary to the doctrines that have just been read.” 

535. Presbyter Eutyches said, “I told Your Sacredness that before this 
time I did not affirm this, but now since Your Sacredness teaches it, I af- 
firm it and follow the fathers. But I have not found this stated clearly in the 
scriptures nor did all the fathers affirm it. IfI pronounce anathemas, woe is 
me! For I would be anathematizing my fathers.”*° 

536. And the holy synod stood up and cried out, saying, “Anathema to him!” 

537. And after these things the most holy archbishop said, “Let the holy 
synod state what a defendant deserves, who neither confesses the orthodox 
faith clearly nor wishes to agree with the view of the present holy synod, 


ied 


but who persists in his distorted and wicked malice! 

538. The most God-beloved bishop Seleucus of Amaseia said, “He deserves 
deposition, but it depends solely on the benevolence of Your Holiness.” 

539. The most holy archbishop said, “If he were to confess his error 
and be persuaded to anathematize his own doctrine and to agree with us, 
who follow the expositions of the holy fathers, then he would reasonably 
deserve pardon. But since he persists in his transgression, he will be subject 
to the penalties of the canons.” 

540. Presbyter Eutyches said, “I am affirming these things because now 
you are ordering me to do so, but I am not going to pronounce anathemas. 
For what I am affirming I affirm with truth.” 


46 At the inquiry on April 13, 449, deacon Constantine (a representative of Eutyches) 
claimed three times that at this point in the acts a crucial statement of Flavian was 
omitted from the minutes. The first instance is: “For what reasons was the archimandrite 
deposed? Wasn’t it because our most God-beloved and most holy archbishop asked 
him, ‘Do you affirm two natures after the union and anathematize those who deny it?’ 
and because he declined to anathematize them? Wasn’t he deposed for these reasons? 
But these statements are not found in the minutes” (ACC 1.773 [ACO 2.1.1: 171, 28-31 
Schwartz]). The second gives his fullest statement of the claim: “The statement of the 
reason why the archimandrite was deposed is missing. For our lord archbishop made a 
demand of him, saying, ‘Affirm two natures after the union and anathematize those who 
deny it.’ And when he chose not to anathematize them, saying, ‘Woe is me if I should 
anathematize the holy fathers!’ it was then that he put his deposition into effect. This 
statement is missing, but it was read out then” (ACC 1.788 [ACO 2.1.1: 172, 34-173, 3 
Schwartz]). The point of the last sentence is that the minutes record Eutyches’s response 
but not the demand of Flavian that prompted it. Only after Constantine repeated the 
claim a third time (ACC 1.804) did the synod conduct an inquiry, whose results were 
inconclusive (see ACC 1.805-817). It appears that someone made the statement later 
omitted from the minutes: some attributed it to Flavian and others to Eusebius; because 
of the uproar some didn’t know who said it and others didn’t even hear it. 
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541. The most magnificent and glorious ex-prefect, ex-consul, and patri- 
cian Florentius said, “Do you affirm ‘two natures’ and ‘same-in-substance 
with us’? Tell us!” 

542. Presbyter Eutyches said, “I have read in the blessed Cyril*” and the 
holy fathers and the holy Athanasius that they affirmed ‘from two natures’ 


before the union, but after the union and the incarnation they no longer 


affirmed ‘two natures’ but ‘one.’”4® 


543. Che most magnificent and glorious ex-prefect, ex-consul, and patri- 
cian Florentius said, “Do you confess ‘two natures’ after the union? ‘Tell us! 
If you don’t affirm this, you shall be deposed.” 

544. Presbyter Eutyches said, “Order the writings of the holy Athanasius 
to be read, so that you may realize that he affirms nothing like this.” 

545. The most God-beloved bishop Basil said, “If you do not affirm ‘two 
natures’ after the union, you are affirming mixture and confusion.”4? 


47 See Cyril of Alexandria, First Letter to Succensus 6, translated in CEECW 3 on 
PP- 731-739. 

48 At the inquiry on April 13, 449, deacon Constantine claimed not only that Eutyches’s 
statement here was inaccurately recorded in the minutes, but also that a statement of 
Basil of Seleucia was omitted from the minutes: “And the lord Basil the bishop, when the 
archimandrite was asked, ‘Do you affirm two natures?’ and he said, ‘I confess one nature,’ 
immediately the lord Basil the bishop interjected, saying, “The phrase “one incarnate 
nature of the Word” goes back to saint Athanasius” (ACC 1.788 [ACO 2.1.1: 173, 3-6 
Schwartz]). Basil himself corroborated both claims; see the next note. 

49 Basil twice claimed that Eutyches’s statement in section 527 and his own statement here 
were inaccurately recorded (also see the previous note). At the inquiry on April 13, 449, 
he said, “My lord and the synod said, ‘Do you affirm that two natures are acknowledged 
in the Lord, divinity and humanity?’ and the archimandrite said, ‘I affirm that the 
Lord Jesus Christ is from two natures before the union, but after the union I affirm 
one nature’ [see section 527]. In response I know that I added some thought like this: 
‘If you affirm from two natures before the union but after the union you affirm one 
nature without qualification, you open yourself to the suspicion that you are affirming 
mixture and confusion.’ After these things ... I said, ‘If you affirm that one nature that 
is incarnate and made human belongs to God the Word, you are affirming the same as 
us and the fathers. For it is clear that the divinity from his Father is one thing and the 
flesh from his mother, by which he became incarnate, is another” (ACC 1.791 [ACO 
2.1.1: 173, 20-31 Schwartz]). A few months later at Ephesus II Basil repeated the claim 
with slightly different wording: “The monk [Eutyches] said, ‘I affirm that the Lord Jesus 
Christ is from two natures, but after the union I affirm one nature’ — without adding 
‘incarnate and made human’ [see section 527]. In response I know that I said, ‘If you 
affirm “from two natures” but after the union you affirm “one nature,” and if you do 
not add “incarnate and made human,” you open yourself to the suspicion that you are 
affirming mixture and confusion. But if you add “incarnate and made human,” you are 
affirming the same as our fathers. For it is clear that according to the teaching of the 
fathers his divinity, that is, the divinity of the one Lord Jesus Christ, is one thing and his 
flesh from his mother is another’” (ACC 1.546 [ACO 2.1.1: 144, 30-145, 2 Schwartz)). 
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549. The most magnificent and glorious Florentius said, “Whoever 
does not affirm ‘from two natures’ and ‘two natures’ does not believe in an 
orthodox manner.” 

550. And the holy synod stood up and cried out, “Faith under compul- 
sion is not faith!” “Many years to the emperors!” “To the orthodox em- 
perors many years!” “Your faith is always victorious!” “He does not agree!” 
“Why are you trying to persuade him?” 

551. The most holy archbishop said, “All these things, both what he has 
done in the past and what he has stated in the present, have revealed that 
Eutyches, the former presbyter and archimandrite, is diseased with the 
malicious teaching of Valentinus and Apollinarius and follows their blas- 
phemies without hope of correction. Ashamed of our exhortation and in- 
struction, he has refused to agree with the orthodox doctrines. Therefore, 
weeping and moaning over his total perdition we have decreed through 
our Lord Jesus Christ who was blasphemed by him that he is to be made 
a stranger to every priestly rank, to communion with us, and to presiding 
over a monastery. All those afterwards who speak or visit with him are to 
know that they too will be liable to the penalty of excommunication if they 
do not shun interaction with him.” 

552. (1) L, bishop Flavian of Constantinople Rome, have so decreed and 
signed. 

(2) I, bishop Saturninus of Marcianopolis, have so decreed and signed. 

(3) L, bishop Basil of Seleucia in Isauria, have so decreed and signed. 

(4) I, bishop Seleucus of Amaseia in Helenopontus by the grace of Christ, 
have so decreed and signed.*° 


50 The remaining forty-nine signatures are omitted. 
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INTRODUCTION 


In the uproar in the moments immediately after Eutyches was excom- 
municated at the Home Synod of Constantinople on November 22, 448, 
the disgraced archimandrite tried to appeal to a council of the bishops of 
Rome, Alexandria, Jerusalem, and Thessalonica.' His request was ignored, 
but soon after the synod, likely within weeks of it ending, Eutyches wrote 
letters to the bishops of these major sees making the same request. In his 
letter to Pope Leo of Rome — which alone survives of all those sent to the 
bishops, though they must have been very similar — Eutyches gives a fas- 
cinating account of the Home Synod from his perspective. Unsurprisingly, 
he depicts Flavian as corrupt and himself as the victim of a conspiracy to 
destroy him. His basic narrative does not deviate significantly from the 
sequence of events found in the acts of the seventh session of the Home 
Synod, but Eutyches gives further details and even mentions a few things 
that were not recorded in the official acts. For example, we learn that he 
had prepared a statement to read when he first appeared at his trial, which 
he calls a “profession of faith,”? but Flavian disallowed it.3 Immediately 
after the Home Synod he circulated copies of what he calls a “protest”+ 
in Constantinople to reassure the people of his orthodoxy, but they were 
confiscated by the agents of Flavian. Eutyches also claims that his sentence 
of excommunication was drawn up before the trial. It was this claim and 


1 This appeal was not preserved in the acts, but witnesses testified to it at the inquiries 

in April 449: see Acts of the Council of Chalcedon, session 1, sections 818-819. For more 
information on the trial of Eutyches, see the introduction to Acts of the Home Synod at 
Constantinople in this volume on pp. 3-28. 

In Latin, professio. 

See Acts of the Home Synod at Constantinople, session 7, sections 498-504 in this volume on 
pp- 23-24, where Eutyches attempts to read this document. 

4 In Latin, contestatio. 
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another only implied in the letter — that the official acts were inaccurate 
and even falsified — that precipitated the inquiries in April 449, which in 
turn led to the reopening of the case against Eutyches at Ephesus II in 
August 449, where he was exonerated. All in all, Eutyches portrays his trial 
in November 448 as highly irregular and appeals to Leo for a just decision 
in the matter. 

‘To help Leo judge the case, Eutyches appended four documents to his 
letter: (1) Eusebius of Dorylaeum’s indictment against Eutyches;5 (2) the 
profession of faith that he intended to read when he first appeared at the 
synod but was barred from doing so; (3) the protest that Eutyches issued 
to the people of Constantinople to reassure them of his orthodoxy; and (4) 
a patristic florilegium in support of his position.‘ ‘Translations of the sec- 
ond and third items are included below. The profession of faith stresses his 
unwavering lifelong adherence to the faith that was established at Nicaea 
and confirmed at Ephesus I. Signaling his orthodoxy, he lists the fathers he 
considers his teachers and the heretics he anathematizes. There is a brief 
Christological statement when he anathematizes the view that the Lord’s 
flesh came down from heaven and provides his own viewpoint. The protest 
covers much the same ground as the profession of faith as he attempts to 
counter what he perceived to be a misinformation campaign to slander him 
as a heretic. 

The original Greek of the three documents translated here is lost. But 
Latin versions are preserved as texts 6-8 in Collectio Novariensis de re Eu- 
tychis, a dossier on the Eutychian affair. This dossier was produced at the 
instigation of Pope Leo in 450, no doubt to assist him with the ongoing 
Roman response to Eutyches, and the translations into Latin were made 
from Greek exemplars supplied by the Roman chancery. Another Latin 
version of the letter and the profession of faith has been transmitted as 
Letter 21 in the epistolary corpus of Leo. This Latin version seems to have 
been done independently of the translations in the Collectio Novariensis. 
While the contents of the two Latin versions of the letter and the profes- 
sion of faith are identical in substance and sequence, the Latin wording 
varies considerably between them. The version in the Collectio Novariensis 
also exhibits good Latin style, but one suspects that the version in Leo’s 


5 Translated in this volume on pp. 8-10. 
6 Collectio Novariensis 9 (ACO 2.2: 35-42 Schwartz). 
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epistolary corpus, in spite of roughness in places, sometimes better pre- 
serves the phraseology of the original Greek. Accordingly, while the trans- 
lations into English below are based on Eduard Schwartz’s edition of the 
Collectio Novariensis in Concilium Universale Chalcedonense, ACO 2.2.1 (Ber- 
lin: De Gruyter, 1932), 33-35, some readings from the version in Leo’s 
epistolary corpus are incorporated into the translation, based on the edi- 
tion of Eduard Schwartz in Concilium Universale Chalcedonense, ACO 2.4. 
(Berlin: De Gruyter, 1932), 143-145 (with reference to PL 54: 713-17). 
Readings from the Collectio Novariensis are signaled with N, while those 
from the letter in Leo’s epistolary corpus with L. 


TRANSLATION 


‘To his venerable lord and archbishop of the glorious City, Leo, from Eu- 
tyches the presbyter. 

1. When it comes to my hope and faith in the Lord Jesus Christ, indeed 
God is my witness before all others, since he discerns in the souls and 
minds of human beings what is a judgment of truth. Yet I also call upon 
Your Beatitude <to bear witness to my heart and to the reasonableness of 
my thoughts>’ and words. For the devil, the prince of all wickedness, who 
is hostile to our zeal and purpose, has unleashed all his forces against me 
through those men by whom his strength should have been destroyed. 

Therefore, when the most reverent® bishop Eusebius of Dorylaeum de- 
livered a document to the most reverent bishop Flavian of Constantinople, 
and to certain others who at the same time were found in the same city for 
private matters, charging me with being a heretic (he was not prompted 
to this accusation by true evidence but he was scheming ruin for me and 
disturbing the holy churches of God), I was summoned to respond to and 
defend myself against the accusations. And although held back by a serious 
illness and worn out by old age, I hastened to respond, even though I was 
not unaware that plots had been hatched against my well-being. 

At once I delivered written documents to the same men, <with my sig- 
nature added,>° to make clear the profession of my faith.’ But when the 


7 There is a lacuna in the text here, supplied by L. 
8 The Latin vir religiosus represents the Greek eulabestatos, “most reverent.” 
9 Supplied by L. 
10 The Latin of N here is professionem fidei meae; L has de santa fide professionem meam. 
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most reverent bishop Flavian neither received my document nor made it 
be read, but listened [to me] as I responded [to questioning] and orally 
expounded the faith on these matters which the synod of Nicaea decreed 
and which the synod of Ephesus confirmed, I was required to confess two 
natures and to anathematize those who do not profess this. 

But since I feared, in accordance with your decree, to add any word to or 
take any word away from the faith expounded in the most revered synod 
of Nicaea," and since I knew that our holy and most blessed fathers Julius, 
Felix, Athanasius,"3 and Gregory, holy men and bishops, rejected the 
phrase “two natures” and I ventured neither to discourse on the nature of 
God the Word’s — who became incarnate” in the last days in the womb of 
the Virgin Mary without diminishing himself or changing, as he willed, 
but put on a human being in reality’? and not by way of illusion — nor to 
anathematize our aforesaid fathers, therefore, since all these matters were 
at issue, I petitioned that these matters be brought to your attention, so 
that you could decide what course I ought to take, and I would follow in 
every detail whatever you approved. 

2. But when they had spurned what I was saying and promptly dissolved 
the meeting, they published a sentence of excommunication, which they 
had drawn up against me before the trial. And relying upon their plot of 
lies, they stirred up things to such an extent that even my safety would have 
been put in danger had not, by God’s help and your prayers, a detachment 
of soldiers rescued me from the snares. 

Yet no less urgently they forced the abbots of other monasteries to sign 
my excommunication, though this had never been done in the case of 
those who openly confessed themselves to be heretics, and had not even 
been done in the time of Nestorius himself, and they did not permit the 
protests,'* which I issued publicly to reassure the Christian people, to be 
issued or even to reach public notice; in fact they were seized at once by 


11 This is a reference to canon 7 of Ephesus I, translated in CEECW 3 on p. 705. 

12 Julius was bishop of Rome 337-352. The Felix referred to here is probably the bishop 
of Rome 269-274, not Felix II bishop of Rome 355-358, who is considered an antipope 
to Pope Liberius (352-366). In the fifth century several Apollinarian writings circulated 
under their names; for example, Eutyches quoted several Apollinarian texts under the 
name of Julius in the florilegium he appended to his letter to Leo. 

13 Of Alexandria. 14 Of Nazianzus. 

15 The Latin of N is disputare de natura verbi dei; L has de natura tractare dei verbi. 

16 L: “came into flesh.” 

17 L: “so that he might become a human being in reality.” 

18 The Latin of N is contestationes; L has confessiones. 


32 


Eutyches, Letter to Leo of Rome 


those who, with the reassurance provided by the protest revoked through 
plotting and deliberate slander, wanted me to be judged by all as a heretic. 

3. Therefore, I take refuge in you, who preside over mercy and godliness 
and whose custom it is to oppose and reject such plots. From the beginning 
until the present time I have believed nothing contrary to the profession of 
catholics, but I anathematize Apollinarius, Manichaeus, Valentinus, Nesto- 
rius, and those who confess that the flesh of our Lord and God Jesus Christ 
is from heaven and not from the Holy Spirit and the Virgin Mary, and every 
heresy going back to Simon Magus. And even though I have made such a 
profession, I am in danger as a heretic through deceit, plotting, and hostility. 

And I ask that you act with no prejudice toward me because of what has 
been done through deceit and plotting, and by means of a public verdict 
pronounce upon this matter what seems right to Your Beatitude. Do not 
allow me to endure any danger from those who are plotting against me. And 
do not allow one to be sundered from the number of the catholics who has 
passed seventy years of life, more or less, in Christian service, with godliness 
and continence, and to suffer shipwreck by rivals now at the very end of life. 

I have appended to this letter of mine the document which was present- 
ed against me,’? and those which I myself delivered but which were not 
received, as well as the protest’? which I issued to the people, and also those 
statements made by our fathers about the two natures. 


And the Signature 


I, Abbot Eutyches, have signed these documents in my own hand. 


* 


kK 


Profession of Faith 


I call upon you to testify through God, who gives life to all things, and in 
Jesus Christ, our God and Savior, who testified that good confession?! un- 
der Pontius Pilate, that you will do nothing out of partiality. For the tenets 
which I inherited from my ancestors and in which I have been baptized 


19 Eusebius of Dorylaeum’s indictment. 
20 The Latin of N is contestationem; L has editionem. 21 See 1 Tim 6:12. 
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since my earliest age are the same as that faith which the holy synod of 
Nicaea of the 318 bishops expounded, which the holy synod of Ephesus 
confirmed and designated that it should be the only one held. And never 
have I believed anything besides the rightly only true and right faith, and 
I consent to everything and I follow whatever seemed right to the holy 
synod of Ephesus, which was presided over by Cyril of holy memory, who 
was once the bishop of the Alexandrian church. And I share in the faith of 
the saints and elect of God, Gregory the Great, Gregory, Gregory, Basil, 
Athanasius, Atticus, and Proclus,” and all these I have regarded as catholic 
and faithful, and I have venerated them as my holy teachers.’3 

But I anathematize Nestorius, Apollinarius, and all heretics going back 
to Simon, as well as those who say that the flesh of the Lord has come down 
from heaven and not that the incorporeal Word of God himself came down 
from heaven and became flesh in the womb of the holy Virgin Mary from 
her flesh without change and alteration as he himself knew and willed, so 
that the same one who was complete God before the ages might become 
a complete human being in the last days for us and for our salvation. Let 
Your Beatitude, then, consider this faith and profession from me. 


And the Signature 


I, Presbyter Eutyches, have signed <this document with my own hand>.*4 


* 


kK 


Protest 


‘To the catholic and Christ-loving people of Constantinople, from presby- 
ter Eutyches. 

The plotting and slander I have endured I think none of the God- 
worshiping people in the city of Constantinople is unaware of, being as 


22 The three Gregories are probably Gregory Thaumaturgus, Gregory of Nazianzus, and 
Gregory of Nyssa. Atticus and Proclus were bishops of Constantinople, 406-425 and 
434-446, respectively. A homily of the latter is translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 577-584. 

23 Appeal was made to the faith of these same seven bishops by Eusebius of Dorylaeum in 
his indictment against Eutyches, translated in this volume on pp. 8-10. 

24 Supplied from L. 
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they are scandalized by certain individuals who are hostile to me as if?5 
I were someone who misunderstood the catholic faith. For it is precisely 
this rumor that they have broadcast to everyone. But here I am making it 
known to all the Christian people, not saying one thing but thinking some- 
thing different in my heart, before God and his Son our Savior and the 
Holy Spirit and the inseparable Trinity, that this faith which I have received 
from my parents and have kept intact and whole unto the present day is 
that which was established by the holy synod of Nicaea, which the synod of 
Ephesus also confirmed and stipulated that it should be the only one held 
and that no one is permitted to produce or write or compose another faith 
besides that one already mentioned, which the synod of Nicaea declared.’* 
I anathematize those who say that the flesh of our Lord Jesus Christ has 
come down from heaven and did not become incarnate from the Virgin 
Mary and the Holy Spirit, as well as every heresy going back to Simon 
Magus. And I beg you not to give credence to the deceit and deception and 
misinformation of my opponents lest you become scandalized by me, since 
I toil ceaselessly for the catholic faith. 

But you should know, being a godly people, that when I published this 
to reassure you, certain individuals through the same plotting confiscated 
those protests which I had issued, to take them out of circulation, lest you 
be able to recognize the truth of what I issued.’7 


25 The Latin here is uncertain, perhaps corrupt, and the critical text is rife with conjectural 
emendations: scandali<zatis per> quosdam adversum <me tam>quam. 

26 A reference to canon 7 of Ephesus I, translated in CEECW 3 on p. 705. 

27 This final sentence seems to be a remark added later to the original protest. 
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Introduction and Translation by Bradley K. Storin 


INTRODUCTION 


Soon after the deposition and excommunication of Eutyches at the Home 
Synod in Constantinople on November 22, 448, Bishop Leo of Rome was 
not only informed of the result by Emperor Theodosius I, but also re- 
ceived a letter from Eutyches himself, complaining of judicial impropriety 
and appealing to Leo to review the decision.’ Around the same time Bishop 
Flavian of Constantinople, who had presided over Eutyches’s trial, wrote a 
letter to Leo in which he informed him of the deposition of Eutyches and 
attached the minutes of the proceedings.* For some reason, however, this 
letter did not reach Leo until May 21, 449.3 In the meantime, not having 
all the information he needed to respond to Eutyches, on February 18, 449 
Leo wrote a letter to Flavian requesting a full account and asked that the 
minutes of the synod be sent to him.+ Upon receiving Flavian’s first letter 
on May 21, Leo quickly penned his response to the Eutychian affair and on 
June 13, 449 sent to Flavian the letter that would come to be known as the 
Tome to Flavian of Constantinople. 

In the Tome Leo condemns the Christology of Eutyches and lays out 
what he considers to be the orthodox Christological position. On the one 
hand, Leo’s critique is multifaceted: Eutyches began with an incorrect in- 
terpretation of the Christian scriptures that either misconstrued or simply 


1 See Leo, Letter 23.1. Eutyches’s letter to Leo is translated in this volume on pp. 29-35. 
Leo already knew of Eutyches, having written to him in June 448, commending him for 
his opposition to Nestorianism (Letter 20). 

2 Flavian’s first letter to Leo is preserved as Letter 22 in Leo’s corpus. 

3 Leo acknowledged receipt of this letter and the minutes in Letter 27. 

4 Letter 23. Upon receiving this letter, Flavian wrote a second letter to Leo (preserved as 
Letter 26 in Leo’s corpus). In Letter 38 from July 23, 449 Leo acknowledges that he did 
not receive this letter until after he had sent the Tome to Flavian. 

5 Letter 28. 
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ignored passages that attested the reality of Christ’s human nature, and then 
constructed an erroneous Christology with the consequence of a faulty so- 
teriology. On the other hand, Leo asserts that the incarnation united the 
inviolable divine nature and the passible human nature in a single person 
without diminishment of either nature or limitation of their respective ca- 
pacities. The strength of the union emerges in the communicatio idiomatum 
(“sharing of properties”), which permits Leo to assert that all properties 
characteristic to each nature remained fully intact in the incarnate Christ. 
Leo ends the letter with a final challenge to the famous Eutychian line, “I 
confess that our Lord was from two natures before the union, but after the 
union I confess one nature.”® How could the Son, asks Leo, possibly have 
human nature prior to the incarnation? Prior to the incarnation, the Son 
did not possess human nature, a fact known because humanity stood in 
need of salvation. 

Leo’s formulation stands at the nexus of tradition and innovation. He 
drew heavily on the thought and vocabulary of now-authoritative texts, 
such as ‘Tertullian’s Against Praxeas and Augustine of Hippo’s Tractatus 78, 
both of which assert that the incarnate Christ possessed a single subjectivity 
— one persona — in two substantiae. Leo also took advantage of the expertise 
of his chief theological advisor, Prosper of Aquitaine. Given the brief time 
between his reception of Flavian’s letter and his composition of the Tome 
(just a few weeks!), we should not be surprised that Leo also enlisted his 
own previous writings into this letter for the second Council of Ephesus in 
449 (for instance, the first paragraph of section 3 below borrows material 
directly from Leo, Sermons 21, 22, and 23). In the end, Leo’s work betrays 
the influence of a steady tradition in Latin Christology, and yet his incor- 
poration of the term zatura reflects contemporary Greek Christological 
discourse. His intellectual contribution emerges less in the development 
of new ideas than in his articulation of the one persona that unites the two 
naturae, which allows him to avoid Eutyches’s perceived docetism (a charge 
leveled on the basis that Eutyches had asserted that the human nature was 
swallowed up in the divine nature after the union) and the soteriologically 
weak conjunction of Nestorius’s two physeis (“natures”)-two prosopa (“per- 
sons”) Christology. 

What the Tome to Flavian achieved in its immediate context is debatable. 
Leo intended it to be the definitive pronouncement of faith presented at the 


6 See note 71 below. 


37 


PART I: THE COUNCIL OF CHALCEDON AND ITS RECEPTION 


second Council of Ephesus in August 449, but when the bishops gathered 
there, Bishop Dioscorus of Alexandria prevented any public reading of the 
letter, and understandably so: with the full support of Emperor Theodosi- 
us II, this council would restore Eutyches (the letter’s primary opponent) 
as archimandrite to his monastery in Constantinople, depose Flavian (the 
letter’s addressee), and ultimately marginalize Leo in Rome. Fates changed, 
though, when Theodosius was thrown from his horse on July 26, 450 and 
died, leaving his sister Pulcheria as the scion of the Theodosian dynasty. 
She married Marcian, who, after he became emperor, summoned bishops 
to the Constantinopolitan suburb of Chalcedon for a new council in Octo- 
ber 451. While the Council of Chalcedon would, in the end, affirm Leo’s 
Christology of two naturae and one persona, bishops from Illyria, Palestine, 
and Egypt thought that Leo’s division of the two natures was too stark and 
even approached Nestorius’s Christology. Consequently, representatives of 
Leo, who did not himself attend the council, had to explain that Leo was 
not establishing a Nestorian division but rather acknowledging the prac- 
tical implications of a distinction of naturae. To buttress their case, these 
Roman legates summoned a series of quotations (a florilegium) from the 
work of Cyril of Alexandria — to whose thought on the unity of Christ the 
Illyrian, Palestinian, and Egyptian bishops were loyal — in order to illus- 
trate the basic agreement between Leo and Cyril.” The legates’ explanation 
was eventually accepted and, in the end, the council confirmed the Tome to 
Flavian as one of the fundamental documents of Christological orthodoxy, 
an event that contributed to the alienation of the Syrian and Egyptian sup- 
porters of Eutyches and Dioscorus. These anti-Chalcedonians would asso- 
ciate Leo’s work with Nestorius, refuse to accept its authority, and single it 
out for special polemical attack.* 

The Latin text from which this translation was made is Eduard Schwartz, 
Concilium Universale Chalcedonense, ACO 2.2.1 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 
1932), 24-33. Reference has been made to the editions of Carlos da Silva 
‘Tarouca, S. Leonis Magni Tomus ad Flavianum Episc. Constantinopolitanum 
(Epistula XXVILD: additis Testimoniis patrum et eiusdem S. Leonis M. epistula 
ad Leonum I Imp. (Epistula CLXV), Series Theologica 9 (Rome: Apud aedes 


7 For the reception of Leo’s Tome to Flavian at Chalcedon, see the translation of Acts of the 
Council of Chalcedon in this volume, especially sessions 2 and 4, along with the Address to 
Marian. 

8 See, for instance, Timothy Aelurus’s refutation of the Tome, translated in this volume on 


pp- 148-178. 
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Pont. Universitatis Gregorianae, 1932), 20-33, as well as that of the Bal- 
lerini brothers in PL 54: 755-782. The Tome to Flavian of Constantinople is 
Letter 28 within Leo’s epistolary corpus. 


TRANSLATION 
Leo, to the Most Beloved Brother Flavian 


1. Now that we’ve read Your Affection’s letter (the tardiness of which 
caused us surprise) and reviewed the record of the proceedings of the bish- 
ops, we’ve finally learned what the scandal was that arose in your part of the 
world against the soundness of the faith, and what initially seemed obscure 
has now been exposed and revealed to us. In your letter, Eutyches, who 
seemed to be honorable because of the name of presbyter, is shown to be 
terribly ignorant and quite unskilled, so that what the prophet said is true 
in his case too: “He refused to think how he might do the right thing; in 
his bed, he mulled over wickedness.” But what is more wicked than to en- 
tertain impieties and not to yield to wiser and more learned people? This, 
however, is just the kind of foolishness that people fall into when they, pre- 
vented from knowing the truth by some obscure point, have recourse not 
to the words of the prophets, not to the letters of the apostles, nor to the 
authority of the gospels, but to themselves — and therefore they become 
teachers of error because they were not disciples of truth. For what instruc- 
tion from the sacred pages of the New and Old Testaments did he procure, 
he who does not even understand the very beginning of the creed? Indeed, 
that which is uttered the whole world over by the voice of everyone who is 
soon to be born again is still not understood in this old man’s heart.'° 

2. Even if, therefore, he did not know what he should think about the 
incarnation of the Word of God and was unwilling to labor in the whole 
breadth of the holy scriptures in order to acquire the light of understand- 
ing, at least he could have received with careful attention that shared and 
undivided confession by which the whole body of the faithful professes that 
they believe “in God the Father almighty, and in Christ Jesus his only Son, 
our Lord, who was born of the Holy Spirit and the Virgin Mary.”"' These 


9 Ps 35(36):4-5. 

10 The contrast operating here is that what candidates for baptism profess at the beginning 
of their spiritual lives has not taken root in someone as spiritually mature as Eutyches 
was thought to be. 

11 Leo here cites the first three clauses of the Roman Creed. 
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three statements destroy the contrivances of nearly all heretics. For when 
God is believed to be both almighty and Father, then the Son is shown to 
be co-everlasting’ with him, differing in no respect from the Father, be- 
cause he is born God from God, almighty from almighty, co-eternal from 
eternal, not later in time, not lesser in power, not different in glory, not 
divided in essence. 

And in fact, the same everlasting Only-Begotten of the everlasting par- 
ent was “born of the Holy Spirit and the Virgin Mary.” This temporal birth 
neither took anything away from, nor conferred anything more upon, that 
divine and everlasting birth, but its whole purpose was to restore the hu- 
man being who had been deceived, so that it might conquer death and by 
its power “destroy him who has dominion over death, the devil.”"3 For we 
could not have overcome the author of sin and death unless he whom sin 
could not defile nor death detain had taken on our nature and made it his 
own. He was, for a fact, conceived of the Holy Spirit within the womb of 
his virgin mother, who gave birth to him with her virginity intact in the 
same manner that she conceived him with her virginity intact. 

But if [Eutyches] was unable to derive a sound understanding of this from 
the purest font of Christian faith, because he had darkened the splendor of 
a truth so obvious with a blindness peculiar to himself, he might have de- 
ferred to the teaching of the gospels. And after Matthew said, “The book of 
the generation of Jesus Christ, son of David, son of Abraham,” he might 
have also sought out instruction from the Apostle’s preaching. And after 
reading in the letter to the Romans, “Paul, a slave of Christ Jesus, called to 
be an apostle, set apart for the gospel of God, which he proclaimed earlier 
through his prophets in the sacred scriptures, the gospel concerning his 
Son, who was made to him from the seed of David according to the flesh,”'5 
he might have brought a pious solicitude to the pages of the prophets. And 
after discovering God’s promise to Abraham, which says, “In your seed all 
nations will be blessed,”’* lest he express doubt about the peculiar quality 
of this seed, he might have followed the Apostle, who says, “The promises 
were spoken to Abraham and to his seed. It does not say, ‘And to his seeds,’ 
as if referring to many, but as if referring to one, ‘And to your seed,’ which 
is Christ.”"7 And he might also have apprehended with his interior atten- 
tion the prediction of Isaiah, who says, “Behold! A virgin will receive in her 


12 In Latin, consempiternus. 13 Heb 2:14. 14 Matt 1:1. 15 Rom 1:1-3. 
16 Gen 22:18. 17 Gal 3:16. 
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womb and give birth to a son, and they will call his name Emmanuel, which 
is translated as ‘God with us.’”"* And he might have faithfully read the words 
of the same prophet, “A child is born to us, a son is given to us; dominion 
will rest upon his shoulders, and they will call his name Messenger of the 
Great Counsel, Mighty God, Prince of Peace, Father of the Future Age.”” 
Nor should he have spoken so deceptively as to affirm that “the Word be- 
came flesh”*° in such a way that Christ, born of the Virgin’s womb, would 
have the form of a human being but not have the actual reality of his moth- 
et’s body. Or perhaps the reason he thought that our Lord Jesus Christ does 
not have our nature is that the angel sent to the blessed Mary said, “The 
Holy Spirit will come upon you and the power of the Most High will over- 
shadow you, and therefore what is born of you will be called holy, the Son of 
God,””' as if, because the Virgin’s conception was a divine work, the flesh of 
the one conceived did not come from the nature of the one who conceived 
him? But that singularly miraculous and miraculously singular generation 
ought not be understood in such a way that the peculiar quality of his kind”? 
is removed by the novel mode of his creation. The Holy Spirit bestowed 
fertility upon the Virgin, yet the actual reality of his body was assumed from 
her body, and with “Wisdom erecting a house for her,”*} “the Word became 
flesh and dwelt among us,”*4 that is, in that flesh which he assumed from the 
human being and which he enlivened with the breath of rational life. 

3. Thus, since the peculiar quality of both natures is preserved, and 
[since] both come together into a single person, lowliness is taken on by 
majesty, infirmity by power, mortality by eternity, and, in order to settle the 
debt owed by our situation, the inviolable nature is united to the passible 
nature so that, as is appropriate for our healing, one and the same “medi- 
ator between God and the human being, the human being Christ Jesus,”*5 
can be capable of dying in virtue of the one [element] and not capable of 
dying in virtue of the other. Therefore, true God was born in a complete 
and perfect nature of a true human being, whole in what was his, whole in 
what was ours. By “ours,” however, we mean what the Creator fashioned 
in us from the beginning and what he took on for purposes of restoring 
it. For what the deceiver introduced and the human being received after 
being deceived had no trace in the Savior. Nor was he a participant in our 
faults just because he submitted to communion with human infirmities. He 


18 Matt 1:23, quoting Isa 7:14. 19 Isa 9:6. 20 John 1:14. 21 Luke 1:35. 
22 In Latin, proprietas generis. 23 Prov g:1. 24 John 1:4. 25 1 Tim 2:5. 
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assumed “the form of a slave” without the blemish of sin, enhancing what 
was human without diminishing what was divine, because that very act of 
emptying, by which the invisible rendered itself visible and the Creator and 
Lord of all things chose to be one among mortals, was a bending down of 
compassion, not a failure of power. Accordingly, he who made humanity 
while remaining in the form of God was made a human being in the form 


28 in both natures 


of a slave.*7 For he retained his own peculiar qualities 
without defect and, just as the form of God did not take away the form of a 
slave, so too did the form of a slave not diminish the form of God. 

For it is true that the devil used to relish in the fact that his deception 
of humanity with his act of delusion had deprived [humanity] of divine 
gifts, and in the fact that his stripping it of the endowment of immortality 
had imposed a harsh penalty of death, and in the fact that he himself, amid 
his own wicked acts, had found some solace in having partnership with 
a transgressor. And also, it is true that God, by reason of the demands of 
justice, had changed his own purposes in regard to humanity, whom he had 
created in such great honor. Given all this, there arose the need for a secret 
plan to be put into action,” so that the immutable God, whose will could 
not be deprived of its benevolence, might by a more hidden mystery fulfill 
his original plan of commitment to us,3° and so that humanity, which was 
led into crime by the cunning of the devil’s wickedness, might not perish 
contrary to God’s design. 

4. Therefore, the Son of God enters these lowest parts of the world, 
descending from his heavenly seat, yet not withdrawing from the paternal 
glory, begotten in a new rank through a new kind of birth. The rank is new 
because he who is invisible in his own realm became visible in ours; he who 
is unknowable willed to be knowable; he who continues to be prior to time 
began to exist in time; the Lord of the universe took up a slavish form with 
the immensity of his majesty concealed; the impassible God does not think 
it unworthy to become a passible human being and the immortal God to 
be subject to death’s laws. But he is also begotten through a new kind of 
birth since inviolate virginity unacquainted with lust supplied the matter 
of his flesh. What is assumed from the mother of the Lord was nature, not 
guilt. And just because his birth is miraculous, in that the Lord Jesus Christ 


26 Phil 2:7. 27 See Phil 2:6-7. 28 In Latin, proprietatem suam. 
29 In Latin, secreti dispensatione consilit. 
30 In Latin, primam erga nos pietatis suae dispensationem. 
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is begotten of a virgin’s womb, his nature is not dissimilar to ours. Yes, the 
same one who is true God is also a true human being, and there is nothing 
counterfeit in this union since both the human being’s lowliness and the di- 
vinity’s loftiness are in each other. For just as God does not undergo change 
in his act of compassion, so too is the human being not consumed by the 
dignity [bestowed]. For each form does what is peculiar to it in communion 
with the other — the Word obviously enacts what pertains to the Word and 
the flesh carries out what pertains to the flesh. One of them gleams with 
miracles, the other succumbs to injuries. And just as the Word does not 
withdraw from equality with the Father’s glory, so too does the flesh not 
leave behind the nature of our kind. For there is one and the same, as we 
must repeatedly say, who is truly Son of God and truly Son of Man. He is 
God because, “In the beginning was the Word and the Word was with God 
and the Word was God,”' and he is a human being because, “The Word 
became flesh and dwelled among us.”?? He is God because, “Through him 
all things were made and without him, nothing was made,”33 and he is a hu- 
man being because, “He was made from a woman, made under the law.”34 
His being born in the flesh is a manifestation of the human nature; his 
parturition from the Virgin is an indication of the divine power; the infan- 
cy that belongs to a child is demonstrated in the lowliness of the cradle, 
while the greatness of the Most High is declared by the angels’ voices.35 He 
whom Herod impiously tried to slay resembles a human being early in his 
life, but he whom the magi rejoiced to adore humbly is the Lord of all. 
At the very time when he approached the baptism of John, his forerunner, 
lest the fact that a covering of flesh was cloaking the divinity be concealed, 
the Father’s voice, thundering from the sky, said, “This is my beloved Son; 
in him I am well pleased.”3’ Thus, he whom the devil’s shrewdness tempts 
as a human being is the same one whom the angelic attendants wait upon 
as God.3* Obviously, being hungry,3? thirsty, tired,#" or sleeping? belong 
to the human being. Feeding five thousand people with five loaves,# how- 
ever, and offering to the Samaritan woman living water, a swallow from 
which keeps the drinker from being thirsty ever again,# and walking upon 
the sea’s surface with feet that do not sink,*5 and calming the swells of the 


31 John t:r. 32 John 1:14. 33 John 1:3. 34 Gal 4:4. 

35 See Luke 2:7, 13-14. 36 See Matt 2:16, ro-11, respectively. 37 Matt 3:17. 

38 See Matt 4:1-11. 39 See Mark 11:12. go See John 19:28. 41 See John 4:6. 
42 See Matt 8:24. 43 John 6:5-13. = gq John q:10-14. = 45, John 6:16-21. 
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waves while he rebuked the storm*’ — without doubt, all these belong to the 
divine. Passing over many more episodes, then, just as it does not belong to 
the same nature to weep with feelings of pity for a dead friend, and to sum- 
mon him by the power of his voice to come out revived once the stone had 
been removed from the four-day-old tomb,’ and to hang on the wood, and 
to cause all the elements to tremble after light was changed to night,# and 
to be pinned up with nails, and to open the doors of paradise to the faith 
of the bandit,#9 so too it does not belong to the same nature to say both, “I 
and the Father are one,” and, “The Father is greater than me.”5° For even 
though in the Lord Jesus Christ there is one person of God and the human 
being, nevertheless that whereby the abuse is common to both is one thing 
and that whereby the glory is common to both is another thing. For a hu- 
manity inferior to the Father comes to him from what is ours; a divinity 
equal with the Father comes to him from the Father. 

5. Therefore, on account of this unity of person, which must be under- 
stood as existing in both natures, we read that the Son of Man came down 
from heavens" because the Son of God assumed flesh from that Virgin from 
whom he was born; then again, the Son of God is said to have been cru- 
cified and buried because he endured these things, not in that divinity by 
virtue of which, as Only-Begotten, he is co-everlasting and same-in-sub- 
stance with the Father, but in the weakness of his human nature. On this 
basis, we all confess in the very creed that the only-begotten Son of God 
“was crucified and buried,” following that verse from the Apostle, “For if 
they had known, they would never have crucified the Lord of majesty.”53 
And moreover, when our Lord and Savior himself was teaching the faith 
by asking the disciples questions, he said, “Who do people say that I, the 
Son of Man, am?” After they recounted to him the diverse opinions of 
others, he said, “Who do you say that I am?”5+ meaning, “I, who am the 
Son of Man and whom you see in the form of a slave%s and in true reality of 
flesh, who do you say that I am?” That is where the blessed Peter, divinely 
inspired and soon to profit all the nations with his confession, said, “You 
are the Christ, Son of the living God.”5° It was not without merit that he 
was pronounced “blessed” by the Lords’ and drew the solidity of both his 


46 Matt 8:23-27. 47 John 11:35-44. 48 Matt 27:45-53. 49 Luke 23:43. 
50 John 10:30 and 14:28, respectively. 51 See John 3:13. 

52 These affirmations are made both in the Roman Creed and the Nicene Creed. 

53 1 Cor 2:8. 54 See Matt 16:13-15. 55 Phil 2:7. 56 Matt 16:16. 

57 Matt 16:17. 
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power and his name from the original rock,** he who through a revelation 
from the Father confessed the same one to be both Son of God and Christ. 
For one of these, taken apart from the other, would offer no benefit for 
salvation, and it was equally perilous to believe that the Lord Jesus Christ 
was either merely God without the human being or only a human being 
without God. But after the Lord’s resurrection, which was indubitably of 
a real body because he who had been revived was none other than he who 
had been crucified and died,5 what else happened during that span of forty 
days except that the soundness of our faith was cleansed of every darkness? 
For he spoke, dwelt, and ate with his disciples, and he allowed himself to 
be handled by the delicate and attentive touch of those whom doubt had 
seized. For this reason, he paid a visit to his disciples when the doors were 
closed, bestowed the Holy Spirit by his breath,®° and threw open the se- 
crets of the sacred scriptures” after granting the light of intelligence. Then 
again, the same one showed them the wound in his side, the punctures 
from the nails, and all the signs of his recent suffering, saying, “See my 
hands and feet, that it is I. Touch and see, that a ghost® does not have flesh 
and bones as you see that I have.” He did all this so that the peculiar qual- 
ities of the divine and human natures might be recognized to abide in him 
without division, and we might understand the Word to be not what the 
flesh is so that we confess the one Son of God to be both Word and flesh. 
We must regard him — Eutyches — as completely devoid of this mys- 
tery of the faith. He has not acknowledged our nature to exist in God’s 
Only-Begotten, either in the lowliness of mortality or in the glory of the 
resurrection, nor has he been terror-struck by the judgment of the blessed 
apostle and evangelist John, when he says, “Every spirit that confesses that 
Jesus Christ has come in the flesh is from God, and every spirit that breaks 
Jesus apart is not from God, and this one is an antichrist.”°+ But now, what 
could “breaking Jesus apart” mean except to separate the human nature 
from him, and to nullify, with the most obtuse fabrications, the mystery by 
which alone we have been saved? But given that he is blind to the nature 
of Christ’s body, it necessarily follows that [Eutyches] is delirious with the 
same blindness when it comes to [Christ’s] suffering. For if he does not 
think the Lord’s cross was a deception and he does not doubt that [the 
Lord] underwent actual torment for the salvation of the world, then let 


58 Possibly an allusion to 1 Cor ro:4. 59 See Acts 1:3-4. 60 John 20:19, 22. 
61 Luke 24:45-46. 62 In Latin, spiritus. 63 Luke 24:39. 64 1 John 4:2-3. 
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him also acknowledge the flesh of the one whose death he already believes 
in. Let him not disavow that the one whom he knows was passible was a 
human being with our body, since a denial of actual flesh is tantamount to 
denying the body’s suffering. Therefore, were he to adopt the Christian 
faith and not turn his hearing from the preaching of the gospel, he would 
see which nature it was that was pierced by nails and hung upon the wood 
of the cross, and he would understand the source of the blood and water 
that flowed out after the soldier’s lance opened up the side of the Cruci- 
fied,°s so that the church of God might be moistened with both the bath 
and the cup.® Let him hear the blessed apostle Peter when he preaches 
that the sanctification of the Spirit is wrought by a sprinkling of Christ’s 
blood;* let him avoid any cursory reading of the words of the same apostle, 
who says, “You know that it was not with corruptible silver and gold that 
you were redeemed from your empty way of life in your ancestral tradi- 
tion, but with Jesus Christ’s precious blood, as if from a lamb undefiled and 
immaculate.” Let the testimony of the blessed apostle John, too, not be 
resisted, who says, “And the blood of Jesus, Son of God, cleanses us of all 
sin,”®? and again, “This is the victory that conquers the world — our faith. 
Who is it that conquers the world except the one who believes that Jesus 
is Son of God? It is he who comes through water and blood, Jesus Christ, 
not in water alone, but in water and blood, and it is the Spirit who testifies 
because the Spirit is the truth, because there are three that give testimony: 
the Spirit, the water, and the blood, and the three are one”’° — meaning the 
Spirit of sanctification, the blood of redemption, and the water of baptism. 
These three are one and they remain indivisible and none of them is sepa- 
rated from connection with the others, since the catholic church lives and 
advances by this faith, so that none should believe the humanity to exist 
without true divinity nor the divinity without true humanity. 

6. Moreover, when Eutyches responded to the questions of your investi- 
gation by saying, “I confess that our Lord was from two natures before the 
union, but after the union I confess one nature,”’' I was amazed [to learn] 


65 See John 19:34. 

66 That is, Leo sees the water and blood flowing from Christ’s side as typological signs 
pointing to two central rituals to later Christianity — baptism (the bath) and the 
Eucharist (the cup). 

67 See x Pet 1:2. 68 x Pet 1:18-19. 69 1 John 1:7-8. 70 1 John 5:4-8. 

71 See Acts of the Home Synod in Constantinople, session 7, section 527 (ACO 2.1.1: 143, 
10-11 Schwartz), translated in this volume on p. 25. 
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that so absurd and so perverse a declaration was not rebuked by a censure 
from any of his judges, and that his ridiculously stupid statement went by 
unnoticed, as if nothing was heard that might prove offensive. For it is just 
as impious to say that the only-begotten Son of God was of two natures 
before the incarnation as it is execrable to affirm a single nature in him 
after the Word became flesh.” But lest Eutyches think that his statement 
is right or tolerable because no statement of yours refuted it, we are im- 
pressing upon the attentiveness of Your Affection, dearest brother, to see to 
it that, should by the inspiration of God’s compassion the prosecution lead 
to a good resolution, this imprudent and ignorant man be purged also of 
this pestilence of his mind. As the record of the proceedings makes clear, 
he in fact began to do the right thing by moving away from his opinions 
when, constrained by your statement, he professed that he was saying what 
he hadn’t said earlier and was assenting to the very faith to which he had 
initially been a dissenter.?} However, when he refused to demonstrate his 
consent by anathematizing his impious teaching, Your Fraternity discerned 
that he continued in his disbelief and deserved to receive the judgment of 
condemnation.” For that reason, were he to issue a faithful and beneficial 
lamentation, and were he to recognize, however late the hour, that episco- 
pal authority is being correctly incited [against him], or were he to con- 
demn all his wicked sentiments, with his own voice and personal signature, 
in order to make full payment of his penalty, then no amount of compassion 
shown to him who has been corrected should be considered blameworthy 
because our Lord, the true and good shepherd, who laid down his life for 
his sheep’5 and who came to save the lives of human beings, not to destroy 
them,” wants us to imitate his tenderness,” so that justice constrains those 
who sin while compassion doesn’t repel those who have changed their 
ways. For the true faith is indeed guarded most advantageously only when 
a false opinion is condemned even by its adherents. 

[And in another hand:] The notary Tiburtius, by order of my lord, the 
venerable pope Leo, has made this transcription. 

But so that the whole case may be prosecuted piously and faithfully, we 
have appointed our brothers, the bishop Julius’* and the presbyter Renatus 


72 John 1:14. 73 In Latin, alienus. 

74 See Acts of the Home Synod in Constantinople, session 7, sections 534-540, translated in this 
volume on p. 26. 

75 John to:11. 76 Luke 9:56 (lacking in Greek NT; present in Vulgate). 

77 In Latin, pietatis. 78 Bishop of Puteoli. He would attend Ephesus II. 
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of the Titular Church of Saint Clement,’? but also my son, the deacon 
Hilarius,*° as our representatives; we have also teamed up with them our 
notary Dulcitius, whose loyalty we view as proven, trusting that the divine 
assistance will come so that he who has gone astray will be saved when the 
perverseness of his opinion has been condemned. 

May God keep you safe, dearest brother. 

Given on the Ides of June, during the consulships of the illustrious men, 
Asturius and Protogenes (June 13, 449). 


79 Renatus died on his journey to Ephesus. On the site of the fourth-century titular church 
of St. Clement stands today the eleventh-century Basilica di San Clemente. 

80 Hilarius, who played a prominent role at the second council of Ephesus, would succeed 
Leo as bishop of Rome in 46r. 
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Acts of the Council of Chalcedon (October 45 1): 
Selected Proceedings and the Chalcedonian 
Definition 
Introduction and Translation by Mark DelCoghano 


INTRODUCTION 


‘The Council of Chalcedon was the culmination of a series of synods that met 
in the wake of Cyril’s death in 444 amid disputes over his legacy. At the Home 
Synod at Constantinople in November 448, Eusebius of Dorylaeum instigated 
the condemnation of Eutyches. After Eutyches appealed the synod’s decision, 
two inquiries were held in April 449, to investigate whether the minutes of the 
Home Synod had been falsified and whether Flavian had written his condem- 
nation of Eutyches before the archimandrite had even appeared at the synod. 
This investigation resulted in the decision to hear Eutyches’s appeal at the 
second Council of Ephesus (Ephesus II) in August 449, which Emperor Theo- 
dosius II had convened to address whatever issues he understood to remain in 
the Nestorian controversy and affirm the faith of Nicaea and Ephesus I. 

Ephesus II was presided over by Dioscorus of Alexandria, who, along with 
allies such as Juvenal of Jerusalem and Thalassius of Caesarea, was able to bend 
the proceedings to his will and control the outcome. Dioscorus squelched 
substantive theological debate as he pursued his agenda. The main business 
of the first session on August 8, 449 was to hear the appeal of Eutyches. 
Neither Flavian nor Eusebius was given a chance to defend himself. After 
the acts from the Home Synod of November 448, and from the inquiries 
of April 449, were read out, Eutyches was exonerated by 113 bishops. Then 
Dioscorus had a selection of acts from Ephesus I read out dealing with the 
so-called seventh canon, which was presented as condemning anyone who 
deviated from the Nicene Creed. With this principle established by prece- 
1 For more information on the councils of November 448 and April 449, see the 


introduction to Acts of the Home Synod at Constantinople, translated in this volume on pp. 
3-28. 
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dent and affirmed by the bishops, Dioscorus declared Flavian and Eusebius 
guilty of altering the Nicene Creed and promptly deposed them. Flavian and 
his papal supporters protested, but the council then descended into chaos as 
soldiers and monks forced reluctant bishops to assent. The second session 
on August 22, 449 (or perhaps a number of subsequent sessions) occupied 
itself with deposing numerous bishops connected with Antioch for their dy- 
ophysite (“Nestorian”) views, including Ibas of Edessa, Daniel of Carrhae, 
Theodoret of Cyrrhus, and Domnus of Antioch. The Twelve Anathemas of 
Cyril’s Third Letter to Nestorius were essentially accepted as an expression 
of Christological orthodoxy. Eutyches’s rehabilitation, however, was short- 
lived. He was again condemned shortly before the Council of Chalcedon 
began in October 451, and died in exile soon thereafter. 

At Chalcedon another reversal took place, with Dioscorus being con- 
demned and Flavian posthumously exonerated. At the same time Marcian, 
the new emperor since 450, intended the Council of Chalcedon to settle 
the various Christological disputes once and for all by having Leo’s Tome to 
Flavian accepted and issuing a new Definition of Faith. In actuality, how- 
ever, it initiated a new stage of these same debates, in many ways increas- 
ing their scope. The Definition that the council attendees produced with 
vociferous reluctance and under compulsion from the emperor immedi- 
ately became a bone of contention, with some claiming that it ceded too 
much to the Nestorian position. The excerpts from the synodal acts trans- 
lated here have been chosen to give a sense of Chalcedon’s overturning of 
the results of Ephesus II as well as its contentious deliberations over the 
acceptance of the Tome of Leo and the production of a new Definition of 
Faith. In order to contextualize these extracts, what follows is a summary 
of the sessions that indicates which selections have been translated. ‘The 
translation includes extensive selections from the first session, most of the 
second session, the so-called Address to Marcian, brief extracts from the 
fourth session, and the entirety of the fifth session. 


Session 1: A Review of Ephesus II (October 8, 451) 


The first session, on October 8, 451, was a marathon, lasting until late in 
the evening.’ It began with the proxies for Leo of Rome objecting to the 


2 See Acts of the Council of Chalcedon, session 3, section 3. 
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presence of Dioscorus of Alexandria at the synod; thus he was forced to 
take a seat “in the center” as a defendant (that is, neither on the right nor 
on the left with the other bishops). Next Eusebius of Dorylaeum charged 
Dioscorus with wrongfully deposing Flavian of Constantinople and him- 
self at Ephesus II. This led to the reading of the acts of the first session 
of Ephesus H. These acts in turn included the reading of the acts of the 
seven sessions of the Home Synod in November 448, and those of the 
two inquiries in April 449. The reading of the acts at both Ephesus I and 
Chalcedon was frequently interrupted by the bishops present, whose in- 
terjections and reactions were also recorded. Thus the minutes of the first 
session have three “layers” of material from (1) Chalcedon in October 451, 
(2) Ephesus in August 449, and (3) Constantinople in November 448 and 
April 449. The translation of the first session below includes significant 
portions from the reading of the acts of Ephesus II, along with the respons- 
es by the bishops at Chalcedon, in order to give a sense of how Dioscorus 
orchestrated the exoneration of Eutyches and the deposition of Flavian and 
the theological issues at stake.3 

After the opening of the first session at Chalcedon (ACC 1.1-23),* the 
translation skips ahead to the hearing of Eutyches’s appeal at Ephesus II 
(ACC 1.15 1-186). Included here is the plaint that Eutyches delivered, his 
longest extant writing. Following this is a selection of responses made 
at both Ephesus II and Chalcedon to statements made by Eusebius of 
Dorylaeum and Eutyches at the Home Synod in November 448 (ACC 
1.490—5 33). The translation of the first session concludes with the exon- 
eration of Eutyches (ACC 1.850-884) and deposition of Flavian and Eu- 
sebius at Ephesus II (ACC 1.943-1067), along with the final statements 
of the bishops at Chalcedon once the reading of the acts of Ephesus II 
was completed. These final statements include the vindication of Flavi- 
an and Eusebius and the suspension of Dioscorus and five of his closest 
allies — Juvenal of Jerusalem, Thalassius of Caesarea in Cappadocia, Eu- 
sebius of Ancyra, Eustathius of Berytus, and Basil of Seleucia in Isauria 
(ACC 1.1068-1072). 


3 A wider selection of the acts of the Home Synod is translated in this volume on pp. 3-28. 
4 ACC 1.1-23 = Acts of the Council of Chalcedon, session 1, sections 1-23. 
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Session 2: A Review of the Standards of Orthodoxy 
(October 10, 451) 


At the second session, on October 10, 451, the synod was ordered by the 
imperial officials to produce a written exposition of the faith, as they had 
been instructed to do at the end of the first session (ACC 1.1068). In the 
face of episcopal resistance to this charge by appeal to canon 7 of Ephesus 
I, the imperial officials instructed the senior bishops to establish a subcom- 
mittee to draft a new Definition of Faith (ACC 2.2-9). Several standards 
of orthodoxy were then read and entered into the minutes: the Creed of 
Nicaea in 325, the Creed of Constantinople in 381, Cyril of Alexandria’s 
Second Letter to Nestorius, his Letter of Reunion to fohn of Antioch, and Leo of 
Rome’s Tome to Flavian (ACC 2.10-23). The Ilyrian and Palestinian bish- 
ops voiced concerns with three passages from the Tome, which other bish- 
ops tried to allay by quotations from the writings of Cyril (ACC 2.24-26). 
Apparently some doubts about the Tome still remained because the impe- 
rial officials instructed Bishop Anatolius of Constantinople to set up a task 
force to persuade those with objections to the Tome of its orthodoxy (ACC 
2.3 1-33). The second session ended with requests from some bishops to 
reinstate Dioscorus and the other bishops suspended at the end of the first 
session; other bishops voiced their opposition to this. The acts of the sec- 
ond session are translated below in their entirety. 


Session 3: The Deposition of Dioscorus of Alexandria 
(October 13, 451) 


The trial of Dioscorus of Alexandria took place at the third session, on Oc- 
tober 13, 451, whose minutes are not translated here. The trial concluded 
with his condemnation and deposition. 


Between Sessions 2 and 4: Address to Marcian 
(October 10-17, 451) 


Between the second and fourth session there must have been a meeting (or 
series of meetings) between those bishops still hesitant to accept Leo’s Tome 
to Flavian and those bishops entrusted with convincing them of its orthodoxy 
(see ACC 2.3 1-33). Apparently, the task force was successful since at the fourth 
session the bishops affirmed that the Tome was in harmony with the Creed of 
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Nicaea (see the next paragraph). While there is no record of what transpired 
at this meeting (or meetings), there is a document included in the acts of Chal- 
cedon, in an appendix, that may shed some light on the proceedings. The 
so-called Address to Marcian, translated in its entirety below, argues that the 
‘Tome contains no innovations with respect to the Creed of Nicaea but rather 
commendably responds, following a hallowed tradition, to new theological 
controversies unforeseen by the Nicene fathers. It thus appears to record the 
positive conclusions reached in the discussions that the members of the task 
force had with those bishops still unsure about whether to accept the Tome. 
‘The Address furthermore seems to have been issued by representatives of the 
Antiochene bishops. ‘Today the Address to Marcian is regarded as one of sev- 
eral classic documents that attempt to elucidate Nicene Christology. 


Session 4: Affirmation of the Tome of Leo (October 17, 451) 


The fourth session, on October 17, 451, returned to the issues surround- 
ing the faith that were first broached in the second session. The first item 
on the agenda, after preliminary matters (ACC 4.1-5), was for each of the 
bishops to affirm that the Tome was in harmony with the Creeds of Nica- 
ea and Constantinople and the conciliar letters of Cyril (ACC 4.6-9). As 
just mentioned, the bishops entrusted with meeting with those who still 
had objections to the Tome in order to persuade them of its orthodoxy 
were successful. Of particular interest among the statements of individual 
bishops are two lengthier corporate statements by the Illyrian and Pales- 
tinian bishops, respectively, at ACC 4.9 (98) and (114), which allude to the 
objections raised at the second session (ACC 2.24-26) as they affirm the 
orthodoxy of the Tome. The translation below includes these two corpo- 
rate statements as well as a selection of others. After those bishops who 
had not spoken individually acclaimed the Tome (ACC 4.11), the fourth 
session reinstated the five allies of Dioscorus who had been suspended at 
the end of the first session (see above for their names), who then signed the 
‘Tome (ACC 4.11-18). The remainder of the fourth session dealt with the 
petitions of two groups opposed to the agenda of the council, the Egyptian 
bishops and Constantinopolitan monks (ACC 4.18-116). 


5 See Richard Price and Michael Gaddis, The Acts of the Council of Chalcedon, 3 vols., 
Translated Texts for Historians 45 (Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 2005), 3: 
105-107. 
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Sessions 5 and 6: The Chalcedonian Definition of Faith 
(October 22 and 25, 451) 


At the fifth session, on October 22, 451, the work of the subcommit- 
tee established at the second session to draft a new Definition of Faith 
(see ACC 2.2-9) was presented. The initial reading of the Definition 
revealed significant dissatisfaction with it among some bishops. The im- 
perial officials presiding at the session recommended that a select group 
of representative bishops drawn from several Eastern dioceses meet with 
Anatolius and the proxies for Leo to edit the initial draft in response 
to the objections raised. A revision was produced by this arrangement 
in the face of great reluctance on the part of some bishops only after 
Emperor Marcian threatened to have the synod relocated to the West. 
The fifth session concluded with the reading of the final version of the 
Chalcedonian Definition and its acclamation. The acts of this session 
are translated below in their entirety. At the sixth session on October 25 
the Definition was solemnly read, approved by the bishops, and officially 
promulgated by Marcian. The acts of the sixth session include the signa- 
tories — 457 bishops in all. 


Sessions 7-16 (October 26—November 1, 451) 


October 26 was a busy day at Chalcedon, hosting three distinct sessions. 
The seventh session was devoted to settling a jurisdictional dispute be- 
tween the sees of Antioch and Jerusalem. The eighth session restored 
‘Theodoret of Cyrrhus to his see, of which he had been stripped at Ephe- 
sus II. His reinstatement at Chalcedon was later interpreted by some as 
evidence for the Nestorian leaning of its Definition. The ninth session 
heard the case of Ibas of Edessa who had been deposed at Ephesus II. 
The hearing of his case was concluded the next day at the tenth session. 
Ibas was restored to his see, another action of Chalcedon that would 
be subsequently controversial. The remaining six sessions (11-16), be- 
tween October 29 and November 1, dealt with episcopal and canonical 
disputes. 

The translations here are based upon the Greek text of the acts edit- 
ed by Eduard Schwartz, Concilium Universale Chalcedonense, ACO 2.1.1-3 
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(Berlin: De Gruyter, 1933-1938). The enumeration of the sessions fol- 
lows that of Richard Price and Michael Gaddis.° The extant Greek text 
is a seventh-century revision and abbreviation of the original Greek edi- 
tion published in the fifth century. The best extant Latin version is the 
mid-sixth-century edition of Rusticus (a deacon who was also the neph- 
ew of Pope Vigilius) — the so-called versio rustici. Since Rusticus based 
his translation on the fuller, original Greek edition, the Latin version 
often preserves material omitted or modified in the extant Greek text 
and thus can be used to supplement or correct it. In addition, Rusticus 
included annotations in his edition that often supply alternative versions 
of material. Accordingly, the Latin version in Eduard Schwartz, Concilium 
Universale Chalcedonense, ACO 2.3.1-3 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1935-1937) 
has been consulted when producing the translation. 


TRANSLATION 


First Session’ 
(Held on October 8, 451) 


1. In the consulship of our master Marcian the perpetual Augustus and of 
the one to be made known, eight days before the Ides of October, in Chal- 
cedon, 2. by the order of our most divine and most pious master Marcian 
the perpetual Augustus, the most glorious officials convened in the most 
holy church of the holy martyr Euphemia, namely, the most magnificent 
and most glorious commander,’ ex-consul, and patrician Anatolius, ...° 


kK * 


3. The holy and ecumenical synod convened, having been convoked by 
divine decree in the city of Chalcedon, namely, 


the most reverent bishops Paschasinus and Lucentius and the most reverent 
presbyter Boniface (proxies for the most sacred and most God-beloved 
archbishop Leo of Elder Rome); 


6 Price and Gaddis, The Acts of the Council of Chalcedon, 2: vii-viii. These volumes have been 
invaluable in the preparation of this translation and its notes. 

7 ACO 2.1.1: 55-196 Schwartz. Given the extraordinary length of session 1, only selections 
are translated. 

8 “Commander” translates magister militum, who was the senior military officer of the empire. 

9 At this point the names and titles of eighteen additional imperial officials are omitted 
from this translation. 
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the most sacred archbishop Anatolius of the celebrated city of Constan- 
tinople, New Rome; 


the most God-beloved archbishop Dioscorus of the megalopolis of Alex- 
andria; 


and all the rest of the most sacred and most reverent bishops, namely, 


Maximus of Antioch in Syria; 
Juvenal of Jerusalem; 


Quintillus of Heraclea in Macedonia (proxy for bishop Anastasius of Thes- 
salonica); 


Thalassius of Caesarea in Cappadocia; 

Stephen of Ephesus; 

Lucian of Bizye (proxy for bishop Cyriacus of Heraclea in Thrace); 
Eusebius of Ancyra in Galatia; 

Diogenes of Cyzicus; 

Peter of Corinth; 

Florentius of Sardis; 

Eunomius of Nicomedia; 

presbyters Eusebius and Constantine (proxies for Anastasius of Nicaea); 
Eleutherius of Chalcedon; 


Julianus of the city of Cos (another proxy for the same Leo of the apostolic 
see of Elder Rome); 


Basil of Seleucia in Isauria; ...'° 


4. The most magnificent and most glorious officials and the extraor- 
dinary senate were seated in the center, in front of the railing of the holy 
sanctuary. On their left side were seated the most sacred proxies for the 
most God-beloved and most holy archbishop Leo of Elder Rome, the most 
God-beloved archbishop Anatolius of imperial Constantinople, the most 


10 At this point the names of 323 additional bishops are omitted from this translation. 
Those listed first, and included here, represent the most senior bishops in attendance at 


Chalcedon. 
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reverent bishop Maximus of Antioch, the most reverent bishop Thalassi- 
us of Caesarea, the most reverent bishop Stephen of Ephesus, and all the 
other most reverent bishops of the dioceses of the East, Pontus, Asia, and 
Thrace, except for the Palestinians. On their right side were seated likewise 
the most reverent archbishop Dioscorus of Alexandria, the most reverent 
bishop Juvenal of Jerusalem, the most reverent bishop Quintillus the proxy 
for the most reverent bishop Anastasius of Thessalonica, the most reverent 
bishop Peter of Corinth, and all the others of the dioceses of Egypt and 
Illyricum, plus the most reverent Palestinian bishops. In the center was set 
out the most holy and immaculate gospel. 

5. The most reverent bishop Paschasinus, the guardian of the apostolic 
see, when he stood in the center together with his colleagues, said, “We 
have in our hands" directives of the most blessed and apostolic bishop of 
the city of Rome, who is head of all the churches, in which he™ has deigned 
to declare that Dioscorus should not be seated in council, and if he were 
to attempt to venture this, he should be expelled." It is necessary for us to 
observe this. If Your Greatness is so inclined, either he should leave or we 
will go.” 

6. When this statement had been translated into Greek by Veronicianus 
the devoted secretary of the divine council chamber,'+ the most glorious 
officials and the most distinguished senators said, “What particular accusa- 
tion is brought against the most reverent bishop Dioscorus?” 

7. The most reverent bishop Paschasinus, the guardian of the apostolic 
see, said, “It is because he entered that it is necessary to oppose him.” 

8. The most illustrious officials and the most distinguished senators said, 
“As we have already declared, let the particular charge against him be re- 
vealed.” 


11 The phrase “in our hands” was omitted from the Greek text due to a copyist’s mistake 
and is supplied from the Latin version. There are many scribal omissions in the Greek 
text that can be restored from the Latin version. 

12 The Latin version has “His Apostleship.” 

13 The Latin version has “Dioscorus should not be seated in council, but should be 
admitted in order to be heard [as a defendant].” 

14 This clause incorrectly appears before ACC 1.5 in the Greek text, but correctly before 
ACC 1.6 in the Latin version. This indicates that the papal envoys spoke in Latin and 
their statements were translated into Greek. 
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9. The most reverent bishop Lucentius, proxy for the apostolic see, said, 
“Let him render an account of his own judgment. For he usurped the role 
of judging, which he did not possess. He ventured to hold a synod with- 
out the permission of the apostolic see, which has never happened nor is 
allowed to happen.”'5 

10. The most reverent bishop Paschasinus, proxy for the apostolic see, 
said, “We cannot go against the directives of the most blessed and apostol- 
ic bishop who administers the apostolic see, nor against the ecclesiastical 
canons or the traditions of the fathers.” 

11. The most illustrious officials and the most distinguished senators 
said, “It is appropriate that you articulate what his particular offense is.” 

12. The most reverent bishop Lucentius, proxy for the apostolic see, 
said, “We will not tolerate so great an insult to you and to us as for him to 
be seated while present for [his own] judgment.” 

13. The most illustrious officials and the most distinguished senators 
said, “If you have the role of judge, you ought not to plead your case as 
defendant.”” 

14. After the most reverent bishop Dioscorus of Alexandria, by the or- 
der of the most glorious officials and the sacred senate, was seated in the 
center’’ and the most reverent Roman bishops were seated in their proper 
places and became silent, the most reverent bishop Eusebius of the city of 
Dorylaeum came into the center and said, “By the preservation of the mas- 
ters of the world [I implore] you, order my petitions to be read, just as it was 
provided to the most pious emperor." I have been wronged by Dioscorus. 
The faith has been wronged. Flavian the bishop was murdered.’? I am filled 


15 The original Latin of Lucentius’s statement is preserved in an annotation of Rusticus: 
“He is to render an account of his own judgment. When he did not possess the role 
of judging, he usurped it. He ventured to hold a synod without the permission of the 
apostolic see, which is never permitted [and] has never happened.” 

16 Conceding the point to Lucentius, the officials and senators most likely direct this 
statement to Dioscorus. 

17 Dioscorus’s move from the right side to the center dramatically emphasizes his change of 
status at Chalcedon, from judge to defendant. 

18 An alternate version of this sentence is found in an annotation of Rusticus: “I implore 
you by the Holy Trinity, who is the guardian of princes, whom you worship, in whom 
you were baptized, and by whose invocation you were saved, order my petition to be 
read, most clement judges.” 

19 An alternate version of this sentence is found in an annotation of Rusticus: “By the 
preservation of the emperors I implore you, Flavian was maliciously murdered. Most 
clement judges, have mercy and come to the aid of the faith which has been violated by 
Dioscorus.” 
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with tears.’*° Along with me he was deposed unjustly by [Dioscorus]. Order 
my petitions be read.” 

15. The most glorious officials and the extraordinary senate said, “Let 
the petitions be read.”*' And after the most reverent bishop Eusebius, by 
the order of all, was seated in the center,?? Veronicianus the devoted sec- 
retary of the divine consistory received the petitions from him and read: 


[Petition of Eusebius of Dorylaeum] 


16. To our Christ-loving and most reverent emperors Flavius 
Valentinian and Flavius Marcian, perpetual Augusti, from the 
most insignificant bishop Eusebius of Dorylaeum, who is provid- 
ing an account on his own behalf, on behalf of the orthodox faith, 
and on behalf of Flavian of sacred memory,?} who was once bishop 
of Constantinople. 

It is the objective of Your Sovereignty to look out for all 
your subjects and to stretch out your hand to all who have been 
wronged, especially those initiated into the priesthood, and in this 
you serve the divine, from whom it was granted you to be emperor 
and sovereign over what is under the sun. So then, since the faith 
in Christ and we ourselves suffered many terrible things contrary 
to all good order from the most reverent bishop Dioscorus of the 
megalopolis of Alexandria, we have come to Your Piety asking to 
obtain justice. The facts of the case are as follows: 

At the recent synod which took place in the metropolis of Ephe- 
sus (which ought not have happened, so that it would not have 
filled the world with evils and turmoil), the good Dioscorus set 
at naught the principle of justice and the fear of God, being of 
the same opinion and the same mind as the emptyheaded heretic 
Eutyches. And escaping the notice of the majority, according to 
his later self-disclosure, he found an opportunity in the accusa- 
tion brought by me against Eutyches (who held the same opinion 


20 Supplied by the Latin version. 

21 The statements attributed to the imperial officials and senate were probably spoken by 
their representative, the patrician Anatolius (not to be confused with bishop Anatolius of 
Constantinople). 

22 Eusebius is seated in the center as an accuser. 

23 The translation “of sacred memory” follows the Latin sanctae memoriae instead of the 
Greek en hosiois. 
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as him) and in the judgment delivered against him™ by Flavian 
the bishop of sacred memory. After he gathered together a multi- 
tude of disorderly crowds and acquired power for himself through 
money, he began to inflict as much harm as he could upon the 
pious worship of the orthodox and confirmed the wicked opinion 
of the monk Eutyches, which had been denounced from the start 
and from the beginning by the holy fathers. 

So then, since what he dared to do against the faith in Christ 
and against us is no small matter, we beseech and beg Your Sover- 
eignty to decree that the most reverent bishop Dioscorus be made 
to defend himself against the charges brought against him by us. 
Of course, when the minutes of the proceedings conducted by him 
against us are read before the holy synod, through them we will 
be able to demonstrate that he is a stranger to the orthodox faith 
and a promoter of heresy rife with impiety and that he deposed us 
unjustly and did terrible things to us. And have your divine and 
worshipful mandates sent to the holy and ecumenical synod of the 
most God-beloved bishops, so that they will hear the case between 
ourselves and the previously mentioned Dioscorus and bring all 
the proceedings to the attention of Your Piety in accordance with 
the inclination of your immortal head. If we attain this, ceaseless 
prayers we will send up*s on behalf of Your Everlasting Sovereign- 
ty, O divine emperors. 


17. The most glorious officials and the extraordinary senate said, “Let 
these charges brought [against Dioscorus] be resolved.” 

18. The most reverent bishop Dioscorus of Alexandria said, “The most 
pious emperor ordered a synod to be convoked, and indeed it was con- 
voked in accordance with the divine will of our most pious emperor.** At 
this holy synod minutes of the proceedings in the matter of Flavian, who 
had once been bishop of the holy church of Constantinople, were taken, 
and I request that they be read.” 

19. The most reverent bishop Eusebius of Dorylaeum said, “We second 
this request.” 


24 That is, against Eutyches. 25 See Rom 1:9. 
26 Dioscorus refers to Ephesus II. 
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20. The most glorious officials and the extraordinary senate said, “Let 
everything connected with this case be read in order.” 

21. Before the reading the most reverent bishop Dioscorus of Alexandria 
said, “I request Your Magnificence that matters of faith be discussed first.” 

22. The most glorious officials and the extraordinary senate said, “It is 
appropriate to start with your reply to the accusation. Therefore, wait for 
the reading of the acts to take place, which you yourself requested to take 
place.” 

23. Constantine the devoted secretary of the divine council chamber 
said, “There are at hand the divine letters sent to various people concern- 
ing the synod that took place recently, and I shall read them.”?’ 


kK * 


[Ephesus IIP* 


151. The admirable count Helpidius said, “Now that your de- 
cisions on the matter of the holy faith are clear and the com- 
mon voice of all has agreed with and endorsed the judgment of 
your presiders, order the most reverent archimandrite Eutyches, 
against whom the judgments that have been passed were passed, 
who is the occasion for the entire proceeding, and on account of 
whom the greater part of the divine letter was written to you, to 
present himself and inform Your Godliness of his opinions.” 


27 ACC 1.24-150 are omitted from the translation. ACC 1.24-65 cover the reading of 
several missives from Theodosius II to various bishops and officials summoning them to 
Ephesus IT, whose agenda would be to eradicate any remaining heresy and confirm the 
orthodox faith. Two issues arose at Chalcedon without resolution during the reading: 
(rz) in what capacity Theodoret of Cyrrhus should attend the synod, and (2) whether 
Dioscorus had coerced dissenting bishops to sign the deposition of Flavian at Ephesus 
IL. Theodoret was allowed to attend the synod but had to be seated in the center as an 
accuser of Dioscorus; his case would be heard at the eighth session on October 26. The 
charge against Dioscorus would be dealt with at his trial at the third session on October 
13. Only at ACC 1.68 is the decision made at ACC 1.18—22 carried out, when the reading 
of the acts of Ephesus IT begins, with frequent interruptions and interjections by the 
bishops at Chalcedon. After the reading of the imperial letter convening Ephesus I 
(ACC 1.81), the acts of Ephesus II proceed to the receipt of a letter from Leo of Rome 
(Letter 33), a kind of cover letter for his Tome; some bishops at Chalcedon complained 
that neither this letter nor the Tome were read at Ephesus II and recorded in the 
minutes, as should have happened (ACC 1.82-106). At ACC 1.116 the reading of the 
acts of Ephesus II continues, indicating that the synod turned briefly to an affirmation 
of Nicaea and Ephesus I, with more interruptions and interjections by the bishops at 
Chalcedon contesting the accuracy of the minutes. 

28 The translation resumes with the acts of Ephesus II still being read, when the appeal of 
Eutyches was heard. 
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152. The holy synod said, “This is the logical thing to do.” 


153. Bishop Juvenal of Jerusalem said, “It is right that the most 
godly archimandrite Eutyches present himself and provide us with 
his written plea.” 


154. When [Eutyches] entered, bishop Thalassius of Caesarea in 
Cappadocia said, “Let the most reverent archimandrite Eutyches 
state the details of his defense before this holy and great synod.” 


155. The archimandrite Eutyches said, “I commend myself to the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, and to your understanding of 
true justice. And I have you as witnesses to my own faith, on behalf 
of which I struggled along with you together with the holy synod 
gathered here before you, as Your Sacredness can attest. I have also 
at hand a document about my faith. Order it to be read, along with 
the confession of faith contained in it.” 


156. Bishop Stephen of Ephesus said, “It is right that the con- 
fession and the documents of the most reverent archimandrite 
Eutyches be received and inserted into the minutes of the pro- 
ceedings.” When they had been delivered presbyter John the 
chancellor of the notaries read: 


[Eutyches’s Plaint] 


157. Io the most holy and most God-beloved ecumenical synod 
convened in the metropolis of Ephesus, from the archimandrite 
Eutyches. 

In gratitude to the all-holy God for the present day on which 
piety has recovered through you its confidence in speaking, I in- 
form your holy synod of what happened to me or rather against 
the correct faith. Having desired from a very young age to perse- 
vere in silence without agitation until old age and to settle down 
away from all turmoil, I was not allowed to enjoy the fruits of such 
an intention but instead as the result of a plot I was encompassed 
by extreme dangers because, in accordance with the definition of 
your previous holy synod here, I did not consent to holding a view 
contrary to the faith expounded by the holy fathers at Nicaea. Be- 
fore I inform you about what happened, it is necessary, in order to 
assure Your Sacredness, once again to make clear what confession 


62 


Acts of the Council of Chalcedon 


I make about holy doctrine, with God as my witness and with Your 
Holiness as my witness too, with whom I have always been zealous 
for the orthodox faith against the heretics, to the best of my ability. 

“T believe in one God, Father, almighty, maker of all things 
both seen and unseen; and in one Lord, Jesus Christ, the Son 
of God, begotten from the Father only-begotten, that is, from 
the substance of the Father, God from God, light from light, 
true God from true God, begotten, not made, same-in-substance 
with the Father, through whom all things came to be, both those 
in heaven and those on earth, who for us human beings and for 
our salvation came down, became incarnate, became a human 
being, suffered, and rose again on the third day, ascended into 
the heavens, [and] is coming to judge the living and the dead; and 
in the Holy Spirit. Now as for those who say: There was a point 
when he did not exist, and before he was begotten he did not 
exist, and that he came to be from nothing, or from a different 
hypostasis or substance, claiming that the Son of God is either 
changeable or mutable, these people the catholic and apostolic 
church anathematizes.”* 

Having received this from my forefathers I have believed this 
and I do believe this now. For in this I was born, immediately 
consecrated to God, and accepted by his benevolence. In this 
faith I was sealed by baptism and until today I have lived in it, 
praying also to die in it. This faith was also confirmed by the 
well-remembered previous holy and ecumenical synod here, 
over which our father and bishop Cyril of blessed and sacred 
memory presided and at which he put forward a definition such 
that, if anyone adds to it, or conceives or teaches something in 
addition to it, he will be subject to the penalties recorded at that 
time.3° Our well-remembered father among the saints and bish- 
op Cyril sent me a copy of this, which I have at hand. According- 
ly, I subjected myself to the holy synod and have maintained its 
definition up to the present. 


29 This is the Nicene Creed of 325. 30 Here Eutyches refers to canon 7 of Ephesus I. 
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[Chalcedon]3* 


158. While this was being read the most reverent bishop Eusebius of 
Dorylaeum said, “He has lied! There is no such definition. There is no 
canon that explicitly states this.” 

159. The most reverent bishop Dioscorus of Alexandria said, “There are 
four codices that contain this definition. Isn’t what the bishops define a 
definition? He doesn’t consider it a canon, does he? It’s not a canon. A 
canon is one thing, a definition another. Bring charges against the five syn- 
odical codices. I have one, so-and-so has one, and so-and-so has one; let 
everyone bring in their codices.” 

160. The most reverent bishop Diogenes of Cyzicus said, “He put for- 
ward the synod of the holy fathers at Nicaea deceitfully. For additions were 
made to it by the holy fathers on account of the wicked ideas of Apollinar- 
ius, Valentinus, Macedonius, and those like them, and the line ‘came down 
and became incarnate from the Holy Spirit and Mary the Virgin’ was add- 
ed to the symbol of the holy fathers. Eutyches omitted this because he is 
an Apollinarian. For even Apollinarius accepted the holy synod at Nicaea, 
though he understood what it said according to his own perversity, and he 
avoided ‘from the Holy Spirit and Mary the Virgin’ so that he didn’t have 
to confess the union of the flesh in any way. For the holy fathers afterwards 
clarified the ‘became incarnate,’ which the holy fathers at Nicaea said, by 
saying ‘from the Holy Spirit and Mary the Virgin.” 

161. The most reverent Egyptian bishops and those with them shouted, 
“No one accepts an addition! No one a subtraction!” “Let the words of 
those at Nicaea prevail!”33 “This is what the orthodox emperor ordered!” 

162. The most reverent Eastern bishops* and those with them shouted, 
“Eutyches mentioned it!”35 

163. The most reverent Egyptian bishops and those with them said, “No 
one accepts an addition!” “Let the words of the fathers prevail!” “Let the 
words of those at Nicaea prevail!” “Let the words of the Holy Spirit pre- 
vail!” “The orthodox emperor ordered it!” 


31 The reading of the acts of Ephesus II is now interrupted. 

32 Here Diogenes is faulting Eutyches for adducing the original Nicene Creed of 325 
rather than the “revision” issued at the Council of Constantinople in 381. 

33 Another appeal to canon 7 of Ephesus I. 

34 That is, the bishops from the civil diocese of the East (Oriens) whose administrative 
center was Antioch. 

35 That is, Eutyches himself already appealed to canon 7: see ACC 1.157. 
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Constantine the devoted magistrianus, secretary of the divine council 
chamber, read from the same document: 


[Ephesus I: Eutyches’ Plaint, Continued] 


164. And I have held all the holy fathers to be orthodox and 
faithful, as Your Godliness does too, and I have made them my 
teachers, anathematizing Manichaeus, Valentinus, Apollinarius, 
Nestorius, and all the heretics going back to Simon Magus, as well 
as those who say that the flesh of our Lord and God Jesus Christ 
came down from heaven. 


[Chalcedon] 


165. While this was being read the most reverent bishop Eusebius of Do- 
rylaeum said, “He avoided ‘from heaven.’ But he didn’t add from where.” 

166. The most reverent bishop Diogenes of Cyzicus said, “So then, did 
he say from where? By your authority, we implored him, saying, ‘Lord Eu- 
tyches, from where, then? Tell us” And he did not acquiesce.” 

167. The most reverent bishop Basil of Seleucia said, “At that point we 
urged him, as the lord Eusebius and Sozon of Phillipi remember, to state 
the manner in which the incarnation and humanification happened, if he 
understood God the Word to have become human by the assumption of 
the flesh. And they** ordered this to be dropped as irrelevant and did not 
permit our line of inquiry.” 

168. The most reverent bishop Dioscorus of Alexandria said, “The most 
godly bishop Basil objected to his own statement in the minutes when he 
said, “That’s not how I spoke; there is a falsification.’37 If Eutyches holds 
views contrary to the doctrines of the church, not only does he deserve 
punishment, but also fire. But as for me, my concern is for the catholic and 
apostolic faith, not for any human being. For I keep my mind fixed on that 
which is itself divine, and I have no person within my sights nor indeed do 
I have a care for anything except my own soul and the correct and pure 
faith.” 


36 That is, Dioscorus and his allies at Ephesus II. 

37 Dioscorus is referring to Basil’s correction at Ephesus II of a statement he made at the 
Home Synod in November 448: see ACC 1.546-548 (ACC 1.546 is translated in this 
volume on p. 27 n. 49). 


65 


PART I: THE COUNCIL OF CHALCEDON AND ITS RECEPTION 


169. The most reverent bishop Basil of Seleucia in Isauria said, “When 
the minutes of the proceedings in the matter of Eutyches were read, a 
statement of mine was read and became the subject of discussion; I made 
this statement to express my compliance with the fathers at Ephesus who 
convened previously and my acceptance of the letter of the most blessed 
Cyril who presided over that blessed synod, in which he refuted the de- 
ranged Nestorius who misinterpreted the faith of the 318 fathers.3* My 
statement maintained, as I have maintained until now, that I worship our 
one Lord Jesus Christ, the only-begotten Son of God, God the Word who 
is acknowledged in two natures after the incarnation and humanification.”3? 

170. The most reverent Egyptian bishops and those with them shouted 
out, “Let no one separate what is indivisible!” “No one says that the one 
Son is two!” 

171. The most reverent Eastern bishops and those with them shouted 
out, “Anathema to the one who separates!” “Anathema to the one who div- 
ides!” 

172. The most reverent bishop Basil of Seleucia in Isauria said, “Anathe- 
ma to the one who separates! Anathema to the one who divides the two na- 
tures after the union! And anathema to anyone who does not acknowledge 
the proper characteristic of the natures!” 

173. The most reverent Egyptian bishops and those with them shouted 
out, “As he was born, so he suffered!” “These statements to the emperor!” 
“One Lord, one faith.”4° “No one says that the one Lord is two!” “These 
are the views of Nestorius!” “This is what Nestorius proclaims!” 

174. The most reverent Eastern bishops and those with them shouted 
out, “Anathema to Nestorius and Eutyches!” 

175. The most reverent Egyptian bishops and those with them shouted 
out, “Do not separate the Lord of glory!” “Do not separate what is insep- 
arable!” 

176. The most reverent bishop Basil of Seleucia in Isauria said, “What I 
said is ‘acknowledged in two natures after the union, in complete divinity 
and complete humanity. For the one he possessed from his Father before 
the ages and, receiving the other from his mother according to the flesh, the 
same one united it to himself hypostatically, and the Son of God acquired 


38 Cyril’s Second Letter to Nestorius. The 318 fathers are the bishops at the Council of Nicaea 


in 325. 
39 See ACC 1.301, translated on p. 12 of this volume. go: See Eph 4:5. 
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the name Son of Man. When this statement was read, a certain one — I don’t 
know who since the chaos of the proceedings confounded the eye of both 
soul and body — thrust himself into the center and started to say that this 
statement has thrown the church into turmoil. Next, all the Egyptians, the 
monks who followed Bar Sawma, and the whole crowd revolted and started 
to say, ‘If anyone affirms two natures, cut him in two! Whoever affirms two 
natures is a Nestorian!’ After this my statement was read again, after the im- 
pious and ridiculous statement of Eutyches. For when he was questioned by 
the most God-beloved bishop Eusebius regarding whether he affirmed two 
natures in Christ, he said that he knew Christ to be from two natures before 
the union, but one after the union. Then, as I remember now from hearing 
the minutes, I said, ‘If you do not affirm two natures that are inseparable and 
unconfused after the union, you are affirming confusion and mixture.’ When 
this statement was read, there was such an uproar from them that the soul of 
every one of us was shaken and especially those of us who were being judged 
and had been ordered to await the judgment of the synod. Overcome by 
the chaos I said, ‘I do not remember having said these things in these exact 
words, yet I know that I did say, “If you affirm one nature without qualifi- 
cation after the union, you are affirming confusion and mixture. But if you 
add ‘incarnate and made human,’ and you understand the incarnation and 
humanification like the most blessed Cyril, you are affirming the same things 
as us.” For it is clear that his divinity from the Father is one thing and the 
humanity from his mother is another thing.’ And those who had previously 
condemned me now approved of me for having said these things.”#" 

177. The most glorious officials and the extraordinary senate said, “If 
your teaching was so orthodox why did you sign the deposition of Flavian 
of sacred memory?” 

178. The most reverent bishop Basil of Seleucia in Isauria said, “Because 
I was handed over to the judgment of the one hundred twenty or thirty 
bishops and I considered it necessary to obey their decisions.” 

179. The most reverent bishop Dioscorus of Alexandria said, “Now the 
scripture is fulfilled, ‘Out of your mouth you will be justified and out of 
your mouth you will be condemned.’# Was it out of deference to human 
beings that you transgressed what is right and spurned the faith? Haven’t 
you heard, ‘Do not show respect to your downfall’?”43 


41 See ACC 1.545 and 791, translated in this volume on p. 27 n. 49. 42 Matt 12:37. 
43 Sir 4:22. 
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180. The most reverent bishop Basil of Seleucia in Isauria said, “If I had 
been speaking to government officials, I would have given testimony. In- 
deed, at Constantinople I displayed brutal honesty. But the one who is 
being judged by his father cannot defend himself. For let the child who 
defends himself against his father be put to death!” 

181. The most reverent Eastern bishops and those with them shouted 
out, “We all sinned!” “Let us all beg for pardon!” 

182. The most glorious officials and the extraordinary senate said, “And 
yet earlier you informed us that you were compelled by force and necessity 
to sign a blank sheet for the deposition of Flavian of sacred memory.” 

183. The most reverent Eastern bishops and those with them shouted 
out, “We all sinned!” “Let us all beg for pardon!” 

184. The most reverent bishops Thalassius, Eustathius, and Eusebius 
said, “We all sinned!” “Let us all beg for pardon!” 

Veronicianus the most devoted magistrianus and secretary of the divine 
council chamber read from the same document: 


[Ephesus I: Eutyches’ Plaint, Continued] 


185. But while I was living in accordance with this faith and de- 
voting myself to the prayers, as the result of a plot I endured an 
accusation from bishop Eusebius of Dorylaeum, who delivered 
documents against me to the most reverent bishop Flavian and 
to those from diverse places who at that time were residing in 
the imperial city for private matters. In them he insolently labeled 
me a heretic but gave no indication of the precise nature of the 
heresy in the documents, in the hope that in the give-and-take of 
the examination, by a slip of the tongue from the commotion, as 
would be likely to happen, I would suddenly fall into error and 
utter some novelty. 

So then, on the basis of the accusing documents the aforemen- 
tioned most reverent bishop [Flavian] ordered me to appear to 
defend myself against my accuser [Eusebius]. Most of the time 
he stood side-by-side with my accuser, virtually inseparable from 
him, and he thought that given my custom of devoting myself al- 
ways to the monastery I would not attend and thus for failing to 


44 See Lev 20:9. 
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appear I could be deposed. Later, after [ went down to the imperial 
city from my monastery, he learned of it from the most admirable 
silentiary** Magnus, whom our most pious and most faithful em- 
peror had assigned to keep the danger threatening my safety from 
happening to me, and he replied that in the end my presence was 
superfluous, for I had already been deposed even before the exam- 
ination, as the report made afterwards by the same most admirable 
silentiary proved.‘* 

But when [ arrived at the tribunal to make my defense, the docu- 
ment, which I composed to make a divine confession and signed in 
accordance with the faith expounded by the holy fathers at Nicaea 
and according to its confirmation at Ephesus by the previous holy 
synod, he neither deemed worthy of acceptance nor allowed to be 
read.47 And the tribunal became filled with commotion and dis- 
array, with many people rushing upon me in a disorderly manner 
and disorienting me with shouting from all sides, as the written 
statements of the judges about the tumult that were issued after- 
wards demonstrate. 

After I was ordered to make a personal confession of faith and I 
affirmed that my views were in accord with what the 318 holy fa- 
thers decreed at Nicaea and the holy synod at Ephesus confirmed, 
he demanded that I affirm some other things that went beyond 
what had been previously expounded at Nicaea and at Ephesus. 
Afraid to transgress the definition produced by the holy synod 
gathered here earlier by the will of God and what was defined 
with reference to the faith by the holy fathers convened at Nicaea, 
I asked to become known to your holy synod,** since I was pre- 
pared to abide by your sanctions. And as I was saying these things 
suddenly the deposition against me was read, having been written 
long before at his direction.4? Afterwards in private some of their 
statements and some of mine and other declarations — especially 


45 Asilentiary (from the Latin sé/entiarius) was a senior official of the imperial palace. 

46 These claims had been substantiated at the inquiry in April 448. See ACC 1.838 and 842. 

47 See ACC 1.498-503, translated in this volume on p. 23. 

48 That is, he asked to have his case heard by the imperial synod at Ephesus II, not the 
Home Synod under Flavian. 

49 See ACC 1.838 and 842. 
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the places where I confessed to hold views in accordance with the 
holy fathers at Nicaea and those convened afterwards at Ephe- 
sus — were altered in the minutes of the proceedings, as the acts 
recorded afterwards by my request and by order of the most pi- 
ous and Christ-loving emperor have proven.%° The most reverent 
bishop Flavian took no account of my appeal to Your Sacredness, 
nor did he respect the gray hair that I earned in my battles against 
the heretics even though he too has grown old in the confession of 
piety, but as if having the authority to deal with all matters of faith 
by himself and to delegate to Your Holiness none of the judgment 
in such a case he condemned me, cut me off from the church (as he 
thought), deprived me of the priesthood (as he believed), barred 
me from communion in the holy mysteries,5' prevented me, 
against protocol, from presiding over the monastery, and handed 
me over to the crowd organized for the purpose of dragging me to 
the episcopal residence and the public square as a heretic, a blas- 
phemer, and a Manichaean — except that God’s providence saved 
me for the present day and preserved me for Your Holiness. 

After my appeal, he prepared the sentence against me to be read 
in various houses of prayer and at the memorials of the saints, and 
he anathematized me; those who visited and conversed with me 
he made strangers to the divine communion without waiting for 
Your Holiness’s judgment; and he forced the monasteries to sign 
the sentence against me, even though, as Your God-Belovedness 
knows well, such a practice has never been customary even against 
the heretics. And he sent papers to the East’? and many other 
places, so that they could be signed by other most God-beloved 
bishops and monks who had not passed judgment on this case, 
even though he ought instead to have sent them before all to the 
archpriests to whom I appealed. 

So then, having scarcely been saved, I informed Your Godliness 
of the sequence of events in documents, and I begged the most 
pious and most faithful emperor to appoint you, who are sacred, 
God-beloved, and disgusted with every injustice and intrigue, as 


50 Eutyches is referring to the proceedings of the inquiry in April 449; see ACC 1.555-828. 
51 See ACC 1.551. 52 The civil diocese of Oriens or “East.” 
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judges of my case. And now I beg Your Holiness to consider the 
false accusation and the plot unleashed against me, the turmoil 
that has resulted from this cause in the most holy churches every- 
where, and the scandal that has arisen for many because of this, and 
with your Christ-loving wisdom to subject the instigators of these 
things to the ecclesiastical ordinances and to cut out every root of 
blasphemy and impiety. For I have cried out to the judgment of 
Your Blessedness from the beginning, and once again I testify, “in 
the presence of Jesus Christ, who in his testimony before Pontius 
Pilate made a good confession,”53 that my views, convictions, and 
notions are in accord with the faith that the holy fathers convened 
at Nicaea handed down to us, which the holy fathers at the sec- 
ond synod at Ephesus confirmed.*+ And if anyone holds an opinion 
contrary to this faith, I anathematize him in accordance with their 
definition. 

I, archimandrite Eutyches, believe as it is written above, have 
signed with my own hand, and have delivered these documents. 


186. Bishop Flavian of Constantinople said, “He had Eusebius as his accus- 
er. Order him to present himself.”55 


kK * 


[Constantinople (November 22, 448)]*° 


490. Bishop Eusebius said, “Do you or do you not confess 
two natures, lord archimandrite, after the humanification 
and affirm that Christ is same-in-substance with us ac- 
cording to the flesh?”57 


53 1 Tim 6:13. 54 Ephesus I, second in relation to Nicaea. 

55 ACC 1.187-489 are omitted from the translation. Here the acts of Ephesus IT continued 
to be read, which themselves turned to the reading of the acts of the Home Synod in 
November 448. Once again, there are frequent interruptions and interjections by the 
bishops at Chalcedon. 

56 The translation resumes with the reading, at Ephesus II, of the acts of the seventh 
session of the Home Synod on November 22, 448. When certain statements of Eusebius 
of Dorylaeum and Eutyches at the Home Synod were read at Ephesus II, they sparked 
a response by the bishops, which in return, when read at Chalcedon, elicited another 
response. The translation here includes three selections of these statements of Eusebius 
and Eutyches (ACC 1.490, 505, and 527) and the “double” responses to them. See Acts 
of the Home Synod at Constantinople in this volume on pp. 3-28 for the full context of the 
statements of Eusebius and Eutyches. 

57 Here Eusebius of Dorylaeum is speaking to Eutyches; see p. 23 above. 
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[Ephesus Ll] 


491. The holy synod said, “Take Eusebius away and burn him 
“Let him be burned alive!” “Let him be cloven in two!” “As he has 
divided, so let him be divided!” 


492. Bishop Dioscorus of Alexandria said, “Can you stomach this 


1» 


statement of his, when he affirms two natures after the humanifi- 
cation?” 


493. [he holy synod said, “Anathema to anyone who affirms this!” 


494. Bishop Dioscorus of Alexandria said, “I need both your voices 
and your hands, so if anyone cannot shout, let him raise his hand.” 


495. The holy synod said, “If anyone affirms two, he is anathema!” 
[Chalcedon] 


496. During the reading the most reverent Eastern bishops and those with 
them said, “No one said this!” “Dioscorus said it!” “The Egyptians said it.”5* 
497. The most reverent Egyptian bishops said, “We said it back then and 


we say it now!”59 


[Constantinople (November 22, 448)] 


505. Presbyter Eutyches said, “This is what I believe: I 
worship the Father with the Son and the Son with the 
Father and the Holy Spirit with the Father and the Son. 
I confess that his coming in the flesh was from the flesh 
of the holy Virgin and that he became human in a com- 
plete manner for our salvation. Thus I confess before the 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, and before Your Holiness.” 


[Ephesus I] 


506. Bishop Dioscorus of Alexandria said, “We accept this state- 
ment!” 


58 Here and at ACC 1.530 below, the Eastern bishops are pointing out that statements 
ascribed to the whole synod were in fact uttered only by the minority in control of the 
synod’s agenda. 

59 What comes next, ACC 1.498-503 (from Constantinople) and ACC 1.504 (from Ephesus 
ID), are omitted here, but ACC 1.498—503 is translated in this volume on p. 23. 
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507. The holy synod said, “This is the faith of the fathers!” 


508. Bishop Dioscorus of Alexandria said, “Since Your Godliness 
affirms that this is the faith of the fathers, whose faith is it? Who 
expounded it?” 


5og. The holy synod said, “Eutyches! For Eusebius is impious!” 


510. Bishop Dioscorus of Alexandria said, “You have heard the 
faith of archimandrite Eutyches. See how his main point has been 
grasped by all of you!” 


[Constantinople (November 22, 448)] 


527. Presbyter Eutyches said, “I confess that our Lord 
was from two natures before the union, but after the un- 
ion I confess one nature.” 


[Ephesus I] 


528. Dioscorus the bishop of Alexandria said, “We all agree with 
this!” 
1» 


529. The holy synod said, “We agree! 


[Chalcedon] 

530. During the reading the most reverent Eastern bishops and those 
with them shouted, “No one said this!”*' “Anathema to whoever said it!” 
“The murderer said it!” “The Egyptians said it!” “This belongs to the Phar- 
aoh!” “Anathema to those who said it!” “Dioscorus said it!” “This belongs 
to the murderer!” “After this, why continue the inquiry?” “Our statements 
to the emperor!” “Many years to the emperor!” “Many years to the Augus- 
ta!” “Many years to the senate!” 

531. The most reverent bishop Eustathius of Berytus said, “The objec- 
tive of the most pious emperor, the objective of the most pious Augusta, 
and your objective is to unite the churches. So then, when we depart from 
here, lest some start to claim that affirming two divided natures after the 
union has been laid down as doctrine ...” 


60 No response from the bishops at Chalcedon is recorded in this instance. What comes 
next, ACC 1.511~-526 (from Constantinople), is omitted here but is translated in this 
volume on pp. 24-25. 

61 See note 58 above. 
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532. As he was speaking, the most reverent bishop Basil of Seleucia in 
Isauria said, “We acknowledge the two natures, but we do not divide them. 
We affirm that they are neither divided nor confused.” 

533. The most glorious officials and the extraordinary senate said, “Go 
through the rest [of the acts of Ephesus IJ].” Constantine the devoted sec- 
retary of the divine council chamber read from the same document ...” 


kK OK 


[Ephesus I]°3 


850. After the minutes had been read, bishop Basil of Seleucia in 
Isauria said, “I concur with the faith of the holy fathers at Nicaea 
and of those at Ephesus who confirmed it, and I reject those whose 
views are contrary in any way to the decrees of Nicaea or Ephesus. 
I anathematize those who divide our one Lord Jesus Christ into 
two natures or hypostases or persons after the union. I censure and 
repudiate my own statement, the one which I made about the two 
natures in the minutes taken in the imperial city, and I worship 
the one nature of the divinity of the Only-Begotten, who has been 
made human and incarnate.” 


[Chalcedon] 


851. During the reading of these proceedings, the most reverent bishop 
Basil of Seleucia in Isauria said, “I have no need of other witnesses. Through 
the blessed bishop John I requested that my statement be corrected be- 
cause I was afraid and terrified of you, the most reverent Dioscorus. For 
at that time you placed us under great compulsion, some of it external, 
some with your own tongue. Indeed, into the church rushed soldiers with 


62 ACC 1.534-850 are omitted from the translation, in which the reading of the acts of 
Ephesus IT continued with interruptions and interjections by the bishops at Chalcedon. 
In these sections the rest of the acts of the Home Synod in November 448 and the acts 
of the inquiries in April 449 were read. 

63 The translation resumes with the acts of Ephesus II still being read, when the reading of 
the acts of the Home Synod in November 448, and the acts of the inquiries in April 449 
had just been completed. 

64 Here Basil repudiates his previous dyophysite statement, made at the Home Synod of 
November 448: see ACC 1.545, translated in this volume on p. 27, with note 49. 
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weapons, and Bar Sawma’s monks, and the Parabalani stationed them- 
selves,°s and there was a large crowd of others. Let everyone swear on 
oath, let Auxonius the Egyptian bishop swear on oath, let Athanasius swear 
on oath, if I did not say, ‘No, lord, do not destroy the reputation of the 
whole world!” 

852. The most reverent bishop Dioscorus of Alexandria said, “Was it me 
who forced your” 

853. The most reverent bishop Basil of Seleucia in Isauria said, “Yes, 
you yourself forced us to commit such a murderous crime by means of the 
large crowd’s threats after the deposition of the blessed Flavian. Imagine 
what sort of coercion he used back then when he had assumed authority 
in all matters, even in passing sentence, when at present he is throwing the 
whole synod into disarray. He retains only six supporters but throws all of 
us into disarray.” 

854. The most reverent bishop Dioscorus of Alexandria said, “My notary 
Demetrianus is prepared to demonstrate that you secretly asked him to 
alter your statement.” 

855. The most reverent bishop Basil of Seleucia in Isauria said, “I ask 
Your Magnificence that each of the metropolitan bishops, those of Lycao- 
nia, Phrygia, Perge, and the others, come here and state on the gospels if, 
after the deposition of the blessed Flavian, with all of us downcast, some 
hesitating to make a formal statement and others taking flight, [Dios- 
corus] did not get up and stand in an elevated spot, and make a show of 
himself and say, ‘See here! If anyone does not want to sign, he will have to 
deal with me!’ Let the lord Eusebius [of Ancyra] swear on oath if he was 
not in danger of being deposed for postponing his statement for a little 
while.” 

856. The most reverent bishop Dioscorus of Alexandria said, “The in- 
vestigation of the case against Flavian had not even started when [Basil] 


revoked his statement and asked for it to be stricken.” 


65 The Parabalani were a group of monks and clerics formed in Alexandria to care for the 
sick, but they came to play a significant role in church politics in late antiquity. In the 
fifth century they could frequently be found engaging in physical violence to defend 
their vision of orthodoxy, sometimes at the behest of the bishop of Alexandria. 

66 Dioscorus is referring to Basil’s claim at ACC 1.850 about the way in which he had his 
statement emended. 
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857. The most reverent bishop Basil of Seleucia in Isauria said, “If any- 
thing against me has been recorded, order that it be made available to me 
so that I may make a response to it.” 

858. The most reverent bishop Onesiphorus of Iconium said, “After the 
reading of all these proceedings, which have just now been read again,” a 
canon was read that states that no one ought any longer to investigate into 
the faith, neither bishop nor cleric, for he would be deposed, and if it were 
a layperson, he would be excommunicated. To the bishops sitting near me I 
said, “This canon has been read for no other reason than to depose bishop 
Flavian!’ With me was the most reverent bishop Marinianus of Synnada 
and the lord Epiphanius of Perge. The Pergaean said to me, ‘God forbid, 
but if there must be a censure, let it be against Eusebius [of Dorylaeum]. 
For no one has any reason to be furious with Flavian and to do such a thing 
without cause.’ After the reading of this canon, [Dioscorus] immediately 
said, ‘Bring the notaries here,’ and the deposition of the blessed Flavian 
was produced and read. Taking other bishops with me I got up and grabbed 
[Dioscorus’s] knees, saying, ‘No, by the feet of Your Godliness! He has 
done nothing that deserves deposition! If he deserves a formal indictment, 
then formally indict him!’ And after [Dioscorus] got up from his seat and 
stood upon his footstool, he said, ‘Are you inciting an insurrection against 
me? Bring in the counts!’* And so we became afraid and signed.” 

859. The most reverent bishop Dioscorus of Alexandria said, “He is ly- 
ing! Let him suffer the penalties. I did not say, ‘Bring in the counts.’°? Bring 
in people who can affirm this.” 

860. When the most reverent bishop Marinianus of Synnada got up, the 
most reverent bishop Dioscorus said to him, “Did I threaten you by saying, 
‘Bring the counts here’?” 

861. The most reverent bishop Marinianus of Synnada said, “When 
[Dioscorus] was about to make his declaration, I got up along with the 
lord Onesiphorus and the lord Nunechius of Laodicea and others, and we 
grabbed hold of his feet, saying, ‘You have presbyters too, and the lord 
bishop ought not be deposed because of his presbyter!’ Then he said, ‘Even 


67 That is, after the proceedings of the Home Synod of November 448 and of the inquiries 
of April 449 were read out at Ephesus II, the seventh canon of Ephesus I was read out; 
see ACC 1.943 below. These same proceedings, along with the proceedings of Ephesus 
IL, were read out “again” at Chalcedon. 

68 The counts sent to the synod by the emperor to keep order. 

69 This sentence is supplied by the Latin version. 
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if I were to have my tongue cut out, I would not utter a different state- 
ment!’ At this a crowd poured in, and we continued to clasp his knees and 
beg him. He uttered this statement, ‘Where are the counts?’ Cherished be 
the truth! The counts entered, and they escorted the proconsul in along 
with fetters and a large crowd, and finally each of us signed.” 

862. The most reverent bishop Dioscorus of Alexandria said, “There 
were not ten individuals there, let alone twenty or thirty or a hundred. 
From those who were there, I can bring in [as] witnesses that none of what 
he has said is true. But since Your Magnificence has become weary, if it 
is pleasing, let the matter be deferred, and later we will take up what still 
needs to be investigated.” 

863. The most glorious officials and the extraordinary senate said, “Let 
the rest be read.” 

Veronicianus the devoted secretary of the divine council chamber read 


from the same document: 


[Ephesus I] 


864. Bishop Seleucus said, “I concur and agree with the exposi- 
tions of the holy fathers at Nicaea and with those confirmed at 
Ephesus. I retract my statement, the one that I made at the illus- 
trious Constantinople, which maintained that it must be laid down 
as doctrine that our Lord is in two natures after the union. I anath- 
ematize those who divide our Lord Jesus Christ into two natures 
or two hypostases or two persons after the union. I consider such 
a one a stranger to the ecclesiastical community.” 


865. Archimandrite Eutyches said, “Your Godliness knows full 
well that the acts just read show that the previous minutes have 
been falsified.7° And moreover we now have the report of the most 
admirable silentiary Magnus given before the most magnificent 
master [Martialis], and we ask that it be read.”7! 


866. Bishop Flavian of Constantinople said, “Not true!”” 


70 That is, that the acts of the inquiries in April 449 show that the acts of the Home Synod 
in November 448 have been falsified. 

71 See ACC 1.829-849, which is not translated here. 

72 Flavian appears to be denying the charge that the acts of the Home Synod of November 
448 had been falsified, a charge made during the inquiry on April 27, 449: see ACC 
1.846. 
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867. Bishop Dioscorus of Alexandria said, “If the most God- 
beloved bishop Flavian knows anything that would support his 
claim, let it be stated in writing.” 


868. Bishop Flavian of Constantinople said, “You have prohibited 
me from all attempts to plead my case.” 


869. Bishop Dioscorus of Alexandria said, “The present holy syn- 
od knows whether I have prohibited you from doing anything. So 
then, if you know anything that would support your case, tell us.” 


870. Bishop Flavian of Constantinople said, “I am not allowed to 
speak.” 


871. Bishop Dioscorus of Alexandria said, “No one has prevented 
you; the holy synod knows this.” 


872. Bishop Flavian of Constantinople said, “In the second session 
there is no falsity, as the lord Thalassius knows, and also the lord 
Eusebius knows.”73 


873. Bishop Thalassius of Caesarea in Cappadocia said, “No one 
has prevented Your Sacredness from speaking. So, if you have any- 
thing that would support your case, tell us.” 


874. Bishop Dioscorus of Alexandria said, “Lord Eusebius, tell us: 
Did I prevent him from speaking?” 


875. Bishop Eusebius of Ancyra in Galatia said, “As God knows, 
we wished you” to speak.” 


876. Bishop Juvenal of Jerusalem said, “Even now, if you still want 
to say something, say it.” 


877. Bishop Flavian of Constantinople said, “he proceedings 
took place in the presence of the lord Thalassius and the lord Eu- 
sebius, with the silentiary Magnus in attendance. They were inves- 
tigated, and no such thing was proven. Each of the bishops who 
was present at that time stated what he heard as if in the presence 
of God and no false statement was uttered.”75 


878. Bishop Dioscorus of Alexandria said, “Lord bishop Stephen, 
tell us whether I prevented him.” 


In other words, at the “second session” (the inquiries in April there was no 
73 , q pri 449 


indication that the acts of the Home Synod in November 448 had been falsified. 


74 That is, Flavian. 75 See the note on ACC 1.872 above. 
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879. Bishop Stephen of Ephesus said, “Hang on! Where is he? If 
you prevented him, tell us!” 


880. Bishop Dioscorus of Alexandria said, “Let all of us say wheth- 
er I prevented him.” 


881. The holy synod said, “We did not prevent him.” 


882. Bishop Flavian of Constantinople said, “Nothing in the pro- 
ceedings affects me because of God. For at that time I never held 
a different opinion or view nor will I in the future.” 


883. Bishop Dioscorus of Alexandria said, “Since the proceedings 
are clear, let each of the holy bishops who are present state what he 


thinks the archimandrite Eutyches believes and what impression 
he has of him.” 


884. (1) Bishop Juvenal of Jerusalem said, “In his unceasing avow- 
als that he follows the exposition of the faith of the synod at Nica- 
ea and the proceedings at Ephesus in the previous great and holy 
synod, I have ascertained that he is most orthodox in the opinions 
he has expressed. I judge and I wish that he carry on in his monas- 
tery and in his own rank.”7° 
The holy synod said, “This judgment is just.” 

(2) Bishop Domnus of Antioch said, “A long time ago because of 
letters sent from the holy synod convoked in the imperial city on 
the matter of the most reverent archimandrite Eutyches, I signed 
his deposition.” But according to the plaint he has just now deliv- 
ered to the holy synod convoked in this metropolis of Ephesus he 
has confessed that he assents to the faith of the 318 holy fathers 
convened at Nicaea and the previous synod likewise convoked in 
this metropolis of Ephesus. Accordingly, I too concur with Your 
Sacredness that he is to regain both the dignity of the presbyterate 
and the governance of the most reverent brothers placed under 
him.” 

(3) Bishop Stephen of Ephesus said, “On the basis of the plaint 
that has been read and delivered by the most reverent presbyter 


76 As the most senior bishop after the council president Dioscorus, Juvenal is the first to 
pass judgment. According to procedure, the rest of the bishops the confirm Juvenal’s 
judgment. 

77 That is, at the Home Synod in November 448. 
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and archimandrite Eutyches it has been shown that his opinions 
are correct and that he holds the orthodox faith. Therefore, fol- 
lowing the declaration of the most holy and most God-beloved 
archbishop Juvenal I too agree and consent that he is to be a pres- 
byter and archimandrite.” 


(4) Bishop Thalassius of Caesarea in Cappadocia said, “I applaud 
and approve the most reverent presbyter and archimandrite Eu- 
tyches for holding no views alien to the synod at Nicaea and for 
violating no aspect of what was expounded by the holy synod [at 
Ephesus]. Based on my approval, I wish that he hold the rank of 
the presbyterate.” 


(5) Bishop Eusebius of Ancyra in Galatia said, “Given the fact 
that the most reverent presbyter and archimandrite Eutyches and 
every human being hold views that are in agreement with the most 
holy synod at Ephesus, which also confirmed the decrees at Nica- 
ea, I judge him to be orthodox and not a stranger to the catho- 
lic church. I take it to be fair that a man who is blameless in his 
views — that is, the previously mentioned most reverent presbyter 
and archimandrite Eutyches — is not to be deprived of his priestly 
dignity and his governance of monks.” 


(6) Bishop Cyrus of Aphrodisias in Caria said, “On the basis of 
the plaint delivered and read by the most reverent presbyter and 
archimandrite, it has been shown that he agrees with the faith of 
the holy fathers gathered at Nicaea and here. Accordingly, I too 
confirm the judgment of the holy fathers, that he is to have the 
dignity of the presbyterate and govern his monastery.” 


kK OK 


(13) Bishop Basil of Seleucia in Isauria said, “On the basis of the 
plaint delivered by the most reverent presbyter and archimandrite 


78 The remainder of the bishops’ statements are of the same ilk: each judges Eutyches to 
be in agreement with Nicaea and Ephesus I and concurs that he should function again 
as a presbyter and archimandrite. The Greek acts include an additional 109 episcopal 
statements whereas the Latin version has 110; however, from (7) to (112) the Greek gives 
only the names of the bishops without their statements, but the Latin preserves the fuller 
original text with the statements. These additional confirmations of Juvenal’s sentence 
in Latin are omitted from this translation, with the exception of representative samples 
from Basil of Seleucia and Bar Sawma. 


80 


Acts of the Council of Chalcedon 


Eutyches to the holy synod now gathered according to the work of 
the Holy Spirit, I recognize that his thinking is in agreement with 
the fathers who convened previously at Nicaea and at Ephesus, 
and I restore to him, in line with the preceding fathers, the rank of 
presbyter and the governance of his monastery.” 


we * 


(112) Presbyter and archimandrite Bar Sawma, through his trans- 
lator Eusebius the monk, said, “I follow our very own fathers like 
a child and testify to the orthodox faith of the most holy and most 
God-beloved archimandrite Eutyches, and therefore I too agree 
with and consent to and rejoice over your restoring to him the 
rank of the priesthood and the leadership of his most holy mon- 
astery.” 


(113) Bishop Dioscorus of Alexandria said, “Confirming all the 
judgments of this holy and ecumenical synod in the case of the 
most reverent archimandrite Eutyches, I present my own verdict 
that he is to carry on in the rank of the presbyterate and govern his 
own monastery as before.””9 


[Ephesus If°° 


943. Bishop Dioscorus of Alexandria said, “I know to be sufficient 
for everyone what was expounded by the holy fathers convened at 
Nicaea long ago, which the holy synod previously gathered here 
both confirmed and decreed as alone in force, as God-beloved, 
and as having sufficiency. We heard them issue the following de- 
cree: ‘If anyone states or upholds or refutes or investigates into 
subjects beyond these, let him be subject to the penalty.’ What do 


79 ACC 1.885-942 are omitted from the translation, in which the acts of Ephesus I 
continued to be read. At this point Dioscorus had ordered the reading of selected acts 
of Ephesus I that affirmed the Nicene Creed and the heresy of Nestorius’s views (ACC 
1.911-942). By having these acts entered into the record Dioscorus secured confirmation 
of canon 7 of Ephesus I, which prohibited adding or subtracting from the Nicene 
faith, and thus established the pretext he would use to depose Flavian and Eusebius (as 
Onesiphorus of Iconium detected: see ACC 1.858). 

80 The translation resumes with the reading of the acts of Ephesus II right after the reading 
of the acts of Ephesus I has concluded. 
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you think? Let each one state his opinion in writing. Can we in- 
vestigate or refute anything beyond this? If anyone has conducted 
an investigation beyond what has been stated, isn’t it fair that he be 
subject to the penalty of the fathers? So let each one of you state 
whether he shares this opinion.” 


944. Bishop Thalassius of Caesarea in Cappadocia said, “The 
renown of the 318 holy fathers for their exposition of faith was 
shown back then by the divine grace that benefited their tongues 
when they laid down doctrine and is confirmed particularly by the 
concord of the saints who convened in this illustrious metropolis. 
It is necessary to maintain this concord in every way, seeing that 
addition or subtraction are similarly detrimental to the canon of 
piety that was sanctioned by the holy fathers at Nicaea and con- 
firmed by those gathered here previously. Those whose views are 
contrary to these I loathe as adulterators of the correct faith.”*" 


kK * 


961. The holy synod said, “We all share the same opinion and the 
same faith.” 


962. Bishop Dioscorus of Alexandria said, “The holy and great 
synod that met long ago at Nicaea by the will of God expounded 
our orthodox and blameless faith, which the holy synod gathered 
here a short time ago confirmed and decreed as alone in force 
and fit for use in the church. And this synod also decreed that no 
one is permitted to expound a different faith in addition to this 
one or to investigate it or innovate or to cause any agitation at all 
in connection with our undefiled worship. And those who try to 
uphold or investigate or compose anything in addition to it, or 
who attempt to refute in any way what has been decreed, have be- 
come subject to clear penalties, so that, if they are bishops, they are 
made strangers to the episcopacy, and if they are clerics, foreigners 
to the clergy, and if they are laypersons, strangers to the com- 
munity. This is, after all, what we have learned from the minutes 
that were read just now. And as this holy and ecumenical synod 


81 ACC 1.945-960 are omitted from the translation, in which an additional sixteen bishops 
stated their endorsement of canon 7 in much the same way that Thalassius did. 
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can see, Flavian the former bishop of the church of the Constan- 
tinopolitans, and Eusebius of Dorylaeum appear to have caused 
agitation and change to nearly everything and to have become a 
cause of scandal and disorder to the holy churches and orthodox 
peoples everywhere. For all these reasons, it is quite clear that they 
have brought upon themselves the penalties which were decreed 
back then by our holy fathers in synod. Therefore, in confirming 
their penalties we too have judged that the previously mentioned 
Flavian and Eusebius are strangers to every priestly and episco- 
pal dignity. Let each of the most godly bishops who are present 
state his own opinion and let him record it in the minutes. And all 
the transactions today will be made known to our most pious and 
Christ-loving emperors.” 


963. Bishop Flavian said, “I implore you!” 


964. Deacon Hilarius of the church of the Romans said, “Contra- 
dicitur” — that is, “A formal protest is raised!”*3 


[Chalcedon] 


965. During the reading the most reverent Eastern bishops and those with 
them proclaimed, “Anathema to Dioscorus!” “Back then he condemned; 
now let him be condemned!” “Holy Lord, punish him!” “Lord, Lord, pun- 
ish him!” “Orthodox emperor, punish him!” “Many years to Leo!” “Many 
years to the patriarch!” Constantine the devoted secretary read the rest of 
the same document: 


[Ephesus I] 


966. Bishop Juvenal of Jerusalem said, “Flavian and Eusebius have 
shown themselves to be strangers to the priesthood and episcopal 
rank by attempting to add to or subtract from the faith expounded 
at the holy synod at Nicaea, which the holy and ecumenical synod 
that met at this city of Ephesus long ago confirmed, and accord- 
ingly those who venture to add or subtract anything from the faith, 
especially those who have caused such confusion, are strangers to 
the priesthood. Therefore, I too give the same judgment as the 


82 The “you” here is singular. Flavian is appealing to Leo of Rome through his proxy. 
83 The Greek text transliterates the Latin of Hilarius then offers a translation. 
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holy and ecumenical synod and as the holy and most God-beloved 
archbishop Dioscorus in making them strangers to the episcopal 
dignity.” 

967. Bishop Domnus of Antioch said, “I too concur with your holy 
synod in deposing Flavian and Eusebius for not remaining true to 
the holy synod at Nicaea and the one assembled here previously, 
and I agree with the just judgment passed by you against them.” 


968. Bishop Thalassius of Caesarea said, “Whoever does what is 
contrary to the decrees relating to the faith of the fathers brings 
on themselves the canonical penalties. Therefore, since Flavian 
and Eusebius have transgressed the decrees expounded at Nicaea 
and at Ephesus by the holy fathers, by the judgment of Your God- 
belovedness and ourselves, they have made themselves strangers 
to the rank of episcopacy.” 


969. Bishop Eusebius of Ancyra in Galatia said, “I have always 
cherished benevolence. But since it was the pretext of worship that 
prompted the sacred fathers to pass a sentence in a just judgment 
against Flavian and Eusebius, I agree.” 


970. Bishop Stephen of Ephesus said, “The judgment passed 
against Flavian, formerly a bishop, and Eusebius is just. Therefore, 
I consent to and co-sign the deposition of both.”*+ 


kK * 


1045.°5 Bishop John of the city of Hephaestus said, “If a divine 
sentence of the Savior decreed that the one who causes one of 
the little ones to stumble is subject to the bitterest penalty,*® what 
punishment worthy of their impiety should be suffered by those 
who have presently thrown just about the whole world into confu- 
sion and are giving confidence, as much as they can, to those who 
adhere to the wicked doctrines of Nestorius? In addition, they 


84 At this point the Greek acts list an additional ninety-six bishops who confirmed the 
deposition of Flavian and Eusebius but without their statements, which are only 
preserved in the Latin version (ACC 1.971-1066). These additional confirmations are 
omitted from the translation with one exception from John of Hephaestus, who clearly 
articulates the widespread view that Flavian and Eusebius were essentially “Nestorians.” 

85 This section is numbered ACC 1.1048 in the Latin acts. 86 See Matt 18:6. 
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have given pagans and Jews the presumption to mock and dispar- 
age the Christian faith, as if until today our correct and spotless 
faith had remained unknown, even though it was expounded by 
the holy fathers through the Holy Spirit at Nicaea and sealed a 
short while ago in this metropolis too. At the latter synod it was 
deemed appropriate by the holy fathers through a holy and just 
sentence decreed by them to cut off from the priesthood anyone 
who ventured to introduce any new investigation or exposition 
beyond those which, as I said, had been expounded by the Holy 
Spirit as fully as possible. But the previously mentioned men 
scorned this just decree and did what pleased them. Now their 
pretext for hostilities against the previously mentioned presbyter 
Eutyches was the protection of the catholic faith, which the same 
most respectful man had preserved unchanged until the end. And 
this was found to be the crime for which he was condemned, since 
the worship of God is an abomination to the sinner. Therefore, 
Flavian and Eusebius are fittingly subject to the sentence of our 
holy fathers, and are expelled from the priesthood by this holy 
synod for planning to make innovations to the faith and impru- 
dently making it align with the doctrines of Nestorius, so that in 
the future no innovation may be perpetrated against the pious and 
correct worship.” 


kK O* 


1067. (1) I, Bishop Dioscorus of Alexandria, have so decreed and 
signed. 

(2) I, Bishop Juvenal of Jerusalem, have so decreed and signed. 
(3) L, Bishop Domnus of Antioch, have so decreed and signed. 

(4) L, Bishop Stephen of Ephesus, have so decreed and signed. 


(5) I, Bishop Thalassius of Caesarea in Cappadocia, have so de- 
creed and signed. 


(6) I, Bishop Eusebius of the metropolis of Ancyra by the mercy of 
God, have so decreed and signed.” 


we O* 


87 The remaining 134 signatures are omitted from the translation. 
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[Chalcedon] 


1068. The most glorious officials and extraordinary senate said, “In regard 
to the orthodox and catholic faith we can see that there needs to be a 
more detailed examination in a more thorough manner when the synod 
meets tomorrow. And as for Flavian of reverent memory and the most 
reverent bishop Eusebius, that they were deposed unjustly has been prov- 
en by the inquiry into the proceedings and the sentences, especially by 
the very statements of some of the principals of the synod back then, who 
confessed that they erred and deposed them without cause since they had 
not erred about the faith. Accordingly, it appears just to us according to 
what is pleasing to God, if our most divine and most reverent master is so 
inclined, that the most reverent bishop Dioscorus of Alexandria, the most 
reverent bishop Juvenal of Jerusalem, the most reverent bishop Thalassius 
of Caesarea in Cappadocia, the most reverent bishop Eusebius of Ancyra, 
the most reverent bishop Eustathius of Berytus, and the most reverent 
bishop Basil of Seleucia in Isauria, who assumed control of the synod back 
then and were its principals, are subject to the same penalty from the 
sacred synod and should become strangers to the episcopal dignity in ac- 
cordance with the canons.*? All these results are to be communicated to 
the divine head.”% 

1069. The most reverent Eastern bishops and those with them shouted, 
“This is a just judgment!” 

1070. The most reverent Illyrian bishops and those with them said, “All 
of us have erred! May we all deserve forgiveness!” 

1071. The most reverent Eastern bishops and those with them said, 
“Many years to the senate!” “Holy God, Holy Strong One, Holy Immortal 
One, have mercy on us!” “Many years to the emperors!” “The impious 
one always takes flight!” “Christ deposed Dioscorus!” “Christ deposed the 
murderer!” “This is a just judgment!” “This is a just synod!” “This is a holy 


88 The second session, which was devoted to the faith, actually met two days later on 
October tro. 

89 The suspension of Dioscorus, Juvenal, Thalassius, Eusebius, Eustathius, and Basil was 
immediate. 

go That is, to the emperor. 

gt This is one of the earliest recorded invocations of the Trisagion. 
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synod!” “The senate is just!” “The synod is just!”93 “God has vindicated 
the martyrs!” 

1072. The most glorious officials and extraordinary senate said, “Let 
each of the most reverent bishops of the present holy synod hasten to 
give a written exposition of what he believes, without any trepidation, 
placing the fear of God before his eyes, knowing that our most divine and 
most pious master believes in accordance with the exposition of the 318 
holy fathers at Nicaea as well as in accordance with the exposition of the 
150 after this, the canonical letters and expositions of the holy fathers 
Gregory, Basil, Hilary, Athanasius, and Ambrose, and the two canonical 
letters of Cyril which were confirmed and published in the first synod at 
Ephesus® — and in no way does he depart from their faith. And moreover 
the most reverent archbishop Leo of Elder Rome is known to have sent a 
letter to Flavian of reverent memory in response to the doubts impiously 
raised by Eutyches in opposition to the catholic church.”% 


* 


*O* 


Second Session97 
(Held on October ro, 451) 


1. In the consulship of our master Marcian the perpetual Augustus and 
of the one to be made known, six days before the Ides of October, in 
Chalcedon, by the order of our most divine and most pious master Mar- 
cian the perpetual Augustus, the most glorious officials convened in the 
holy church of the holy martyr Euphemia, namely, the most magnificent 


92 This sentence is supplied by the Latin version. 

93 This sentence is supplied by the Latin version. 

94 The 150 fathers are the bishops at the Council of Constantinople in 381. 

95 Cyril of Alexandria’s Second Letter to Nestorius and his Letter of Reunion to John of Antioch. 
Even though the latter was issued two years after the Council of Ephesus, it later became 
associated with the work of that council. 

96 Leo’s Tome to Flavian. 

97 ACO 2.1.2: 69-84 Schwartz. The acts of session 2 are translated in their entirety, except 
for lists of names and documents translated elsewhere in this volume. 
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and most glorious commander, ex-consul, ex-prefect, and patrician Ana- 
tolius, ...9° 


And the holy and ecumenical synod convened, having been convoked by 
divine decree in the city of Chalcedon, namely, 


the most reverent bishops Paschasinus and Lucentius and the most rev- 
erent presbyter Boniface (proxies for the most sacred and most God- 
beloved archbishop Leo of Elder Rome); 


the most sacred archbishop Anatolius of the celebrated Constantinople, 
New Rome; 


and all the rest of the most sacred and most reverent bishops ...9° 


KKK 


And all of them sat down in front of the railing of the holy sanctuary. 

2. The most magnificent and most glorious officials and the extraordi- 
nary senate said, “At the last session an inquiry was made into the deposi- 
tion of Flavian of reverent memory and the most reverent bishop Eusebius, 
and it was evident to all of you that the events of the examination proceed- 
ed with justice and according to procedure, and it was then demonstrated 
that they had been deposed in a cruel and improper manner. What we 
thought had to be done in this case was then made known to you by the 
resolution.'°° What is now to be inquired into, judged, and studied is the 
confirmation of the true faith, because of which in particular this synod has 
been called. So then, knowing that each of you will give to God an account 
on behalf of your own soul and on behalf of all of us, who yearn to be cor- 
rectly taught matters of worship and for every dispute to be confuted by 
all the sacred fathers’ concord, agreement, and harmonious exposition and 
teaching, endeavor without fear of either favor or hatred to expound the 
faith purely, so that even those who appear to view these matters differently 
than all do may be brought back to concord by the knowledge of the truth. 
For it is our wish that you know that the most divine and most pious master 
of the world and we ourselves guard the orthodox faith handed down by 


98 At this point the names and titles of seventeen additional imperial officials are omitted. 
99 At this point the names of 301 additional bishops are omitted. 
100 See ACC 1.1068 above. 
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the 318, by the 150, and by all the other holy and glorious fathers, and we 
believe in accordance with it.” 

3. [he most reverent bishops proclaimed,'*' “No one produces another 
exposition, nor do we attempt or dare to give an exposition. For the fathers 
taught, and what they expounded is preserved in writing, and we cannot say 
[anything] in addition to this.”"” 

4. The most reverent bishop Cecropius of Sebastopolis said, “The mat- 
ter of Eutyches cropped up. A pronouncement on the case was given by the 
most holy archbishop at Rome. We assent to it and all of us have signed 
the letter.”'3 

5. The most reverent bishops proclaimed, “This is what we all say!” 
“What has already been expounded is sufficient!” “It is not permitted to 
produce another exposition!” 

6. The most glorious officials and the extraordinary senate said, “If it 
pleases Your Reverence, let the most sacred patriarchs of each diocese, each 
one, choose one or two from his own diocese,'*+ who shall meet and delib- 
erate in common about the faith, and then inform everyone of what they ap- 
proved. Accordingly, if all are in agreement, every dispute will be resolved — 
this is what we pray for. But if some hold contrary views — which we do not 
expect — the result will be that we are informed of their opinions too.”'°5 

7. The most reverent bishops proclaimed, “We will not produce a writ- 
ten exposition!” “There is a canon which explicitly states that what has 
already been expounded is sufficient!” “The canon does not want another 
exposition to be made!” “Let the fathers’ [exposition] prevail!” 

8. The most reverent bishop Florentius of Sardis said, “It is impossible 
to improvise about the faith for those taught to follow the holy synod of 


ror Obviously not all the bishops are speaking at once; rather, certain bishops are speaking 
for the majority. See ACC 2.35 below, where some clerics complain that statements 
being attributed to the whole synod were in fact uttered by a small group of bishops. 

102 The bishops are resistant to producing a new “exposition” (creed or statement of faith) 
for fear of violating canon 7 of Ephesus I, which had been used at Ephesus II to depose 
Flavian (see ACC 1.943). 

103 Cecropius is referring to Leo’s Tome to Flavian, which at the request of Leo himself a 
great many Eastern bishops had signed prior to the opening of the synod as a way of 
reestablishing the communion with him that was broken at Ephesus II. 

104. That is, the senior bishop of each civil diocese (a grouping of provinces) was to select 
one or two bishops for the task. 

105 In spite of the bishops’ objections, the imperial officials instructed the synod to 
establish a subcommittee that would meet outside of the official sessions to draft a new 
Definition of Faith. The subcommittee presented its draft at session 5. 
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Nicaea and the one rightly and piously convoked at Ephesus, in accord- 
ance with the faith of the holy fathers Cyril and Celestine and the letter 
of the most holy Leo. For this reason, we beseech Your Greatness to grant 
us an extension, so that we may approach the truth of the matter with an 
appropriate plan, even if as signers of the letter of the most sacred Leo we 
especially have no need of correction.” 

9. The most reverent bishop Cecropius of Sebastopolis said, “The faith 
was well defined by the 318 holy fathers and confirmed by the holy fathers 
Athanasius, Cyril, Celestine, Hilary, Basil, Gregory, and now again through 
the most holy Leo. We ask that the words of the 318 holy fathers and the 
words of the most sacred Leo be read.” 

10. The most glorious officials and the exalted senate said, “Let what was 
expounded by the 318 holy fathers who gathered at Nicaea be read.” The 
most reverent bishop Eunomius of Nicomedia read from a document: 


The Exposition of the Synod at Nicaea 


11. In the consulship of the most illustrious Paulinus and Julian, in 
the 636th year after Alexander, on the roth of the month Daisius, 
the 13th day before the Kalends of July’® at Nicaea, the metrop- 
olis of Bithynia. 

We believe in one God, Father, almighty, maker of all things 
both seen and unseen; and in one Lord, Jesus Christ, the Son of 
God, begotten from the Father only-begotten, that is, from the 
substance of the Father, God from God, light from light, true God 
from true God, begotten, not made, same-in-substance with the 
Father, through whom all things came to be, both those in heaven 
and those on earth, who for us human beings and for our salvation 
came down, and became incarnate, and became human, suffered 
and rose again on the third day, ascended into the heavens, and is 
coming to judge the living and the dead; and in the Holy Spirit. 
Now as for those who say: There was a point when he did not ex- 
ist, and before he was begotten he did not exist, and that he came 
to be from nothing, or from a different subsistence or substance, 
claiming that the Son of God is either changeable or mutable, 
these people the catholic and apostolic church anathematizes. 


106 June 19, 325.V 
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12. The most reverent bishops proclaimed, “This is the faith of the ortho- 
dox!” “This we all believe!” “In this we have been baptized!” “In this we 
baptize!” “The blessed Cyril taught like this!” “This is the true faith!” “This 
is the holy faith!” “This is the everlasting faith!” “Into this we have been 
baptized!” “Into this we baptize!” “All believe in this way!” “Pope Leo be- 
lieves like this!” “Cyril believed like this!” “Pope Leo interpreted like this!” 

13. The most glorious officials and the extraordinary senate said, “Let 
what has been expounded by the 150 holy fathers be read.” 

The most reverent archdeacon Aetius of Constantinople read from a 


document: 


The holy faith which the 150 fathers expounded, 
agreeing with the holy and great synod at Nicaea. 


14. We believe in one God, Father, almighty, maker of heaven and 
earth, of all things both seen and unseen; and in one Lord, Je- 
sus Christ, the Son of God, the only-begotten, who was begotten 
from the Father before all ages, light from light, true God from 
true God, begotten, not made, same-in-substance with the Father, 
through whom all things came to be, who for us human beings and 
for our salvation came down from the heavens, and became incar- 
nate of the Holy Spirit and Mary the Virgin, and became human, 
and was crucified for our sake under Pontius Pilate, and suffered 
and was buried, and rose again on the third day in accordance with 
the scriptures, and ascended into the heavens, and is seated at the 
right hand of the Father, and is coming again with glory to judge 
the living and the dead, whose kingdom will have no end; and in 
the Holy Spirit, the Lord and giver of life, who proceeds from the 
Father, who with Father and Son is worshiped and glorified, who 
has spoken through the prophets; [and] in one, holy, catholic, and 
apostolic church. We confess one baptism for the forgiveness of 
sins. We await the resurrection of the dead, and the life of the age 
to come. Amen. 


15. All the most reverent bishops proclaimed, “This is the faith of all!” 
“This is the faith of the orthodox!” “We all believe like this!” 

16. The most reverent archdeacon Aetius said, “There is also the letter 
written to Nestorius by the most holy sainted Cyril, who had once been 
bishop of the megalopolis of Alexandria. It was approved by all the holy 
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bishops previously convened at Ephesus for the deposition of Nestorius 
himself and confirmed by the signature of all. There is also the letter of the 
same sainted Cyril written to John of sacred memory, who had once been 
bishop of the megalopolis of Antioch. It was similarly confirmed. And if 
they are produced, I will read them.” 

17. The most glorious officials and the extraordinary senate said, “Let 
the letters of Cyril of sacred memory be read.” 

The archdeacon Aetius of imperial Constantinople read ...°7 


kK OK 


20. And after the reading the most reverent bishops proclaimed, “All be- 
lieve like this!” “Pope Leo believes like this!” “Anathema to anyone who 
divides and confuses!” “This is the faith of archbishop Leo!” “Leo believes 
like this!” “Leo and Anatolius believe like this!” “All believe like this!” “We 
believe just as Cyril does!” “Eternal be the memory of Cyril!” “Our views 
accord with the letters of Cyril!” “We believed like this in the past; we be- 
lieve like this now!” “Archbishop Leo thinks, believes, and wrote like this!” 

21. The most glorious officials and extraordinary senate said, “Let be 
read too the letter of the most godly archbishop Leo of imperial and Elder 
Rome.” 

Veronicianus the devoted secretary of the divine council chamber read 
from the document given to him by archdeacon Aetius of the holy church 
of Constantinople ...1° 


23. After the reading of the previously mentioned letter, the most rev- 
erent bishops proclaimed, “This is the faith of the fathers!” “This is the 
faith of the apostles!” “All believe like this!” “Che orthodox believe like 
this!” “Anathema to anyone who does not believe like this!” “Peter has 
pronounced this through Leo!” “The apostles taught like this!” “Leo has 
taught piously and truly!” “Cyril taught like this!” “Eternal be the memory 
of Cyril!” “Leo and Cyril taught in the same way!” “Leo and Cyril taught 


107 At this point Cyril’s Second Letter to Nestorius and his Letter of Reunion to John of Antioch 
were read and recorded in the acts (ACC 2.18-19). The translation here omits these two 
letters but a translation can be found in CEECW 3 on pp. 564-569 and 718-725. 

108 At this point Leo’s Tome to Flavian was read and recorded in the acts (ACC 2.22). This is 
omitted from the translation here but it can be found in this volume on pp. 36-48. 
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like this!” “Anathema to anyone who does not believe like this!” “This is 
the true faith!” “We orthodox think like this!” “This is the faith of the fa- 
thers!” “Why wasn’t this read at Ephesus?” “Dioscorus hid it.”" 

24. During the reading of the previously mentioned letter there was a 
passage that goes like this: 


In order to settle the debt owed by our situation, the inviolable 
nature is united to the passible nature so that, as is appropriate for 
our healing, one and the same “mediator between God and the 
human being, the human being Christ Jesus,”''° can be capable of 
dying in virtue of the one [element] and not capable of dying in 
virtue of the other." 


The most reverent Illyrian and Palestinian bishops registered their dis- 
agreement with this passage. Accordingly, the most reverent archdeacon 
Aetius of imperial Constantinople read a passage of Cyril of sacred mem- 
ory, who had once been bishop of the city of the Alexandrians, that goes 
like this: 


But, again, since his own body “tasted death by the grace of God 
for everyone,”*” as Paul has said, he himself is said to have suf- 
fered death for us. This does not mean that he came to the experi- 
ence of death in terms of his nature, for it is madness to say or to 
think that. Rather, as I have just said, it means that his flesh tasted 
death."3 


25. Similarly, during the reading [of Leo’s Tome to Flavian] there was a pas- 
sage that goes like this: 


For each form does what is peculiar to it in communion with the 
other — the Word obviously enacts what pertains to the Word and 


10g At Ephesus II Dioscorus “received” the Tome but declined to have it read out: see ACC 
1.83-84. 

110 1 Tim 2:5. 

111 Leo of Rome, Tome to Flavian 3 (ACO 2.2.1: 27, 4-7 Schwartz), translated in this 
volume on pp. 36-48. 

112 Heb 2:9. Cyril, along with most early Christian exegetes, thinks Paul wrote Hebrews. 
Note that an important textual difference exists in the tradition on this verse. Both the 
readings “by the grace of God” and “apart from God” are attested, and the distinction 
played a role in the disputes between Cyril and Nestorius. 

113 Cyril of Alexandria, Second Letter to Nestorius 5 (ACO 1.1.1: 27, 20-23 Schwartz), 
translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 564-569. 
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the flesh carries out what pertains to the flesh. One of them gleams 
with miracles, the other succumbs to injuries.""4 


The most reverent Illyrian and Palestinian bishops also registered their 
disagreement with this passage. Accordingly, the archdeacon Aetius of the 
holy church of Constantinople read a passage of Cyril of sacred memory 
that goes like this: 


Some of the sayings are especially appropriate for God, others 
especially appropriate for a human being, and still others have a 
middle position, revealing the Son of God as God and human be- 
ing, both simultaneously and at the same time." 


26. Similarly, during the reading [of Leo’s Tome to Flavian| there was the 
passage from the same letter that goes like this: 


For even though in the Lord Jesus Christ there is one person of 
God and the human being, nevertheless that whereby the abuse 
is common to both is one thing and that whereby the glory is 
common to both is another thing. For a humanity inferior to the 
Father comes to him from what is ours; a divinity equal with the 
Father comes to him from the Father." 


The most reverent Illyrian and Palestinian bishops also registered their 
disagreement with this passage. Accordingly, the most reverent bishop 
Theodoret of Cyrrhus said, “There is a similar description in the blessed 
Cyril that goes like this: 


And he became a human being and did not give up what was his 
own, for he remains what he was. He is understood entirely as one 
thing that indwells in another, that is, the divine nature within the 
human realities.”""7 


27. The most magnificent and most glorious officials and the extraordinary 
senate said, “After all this, does anyone have further disagreements?” 


114 Leo of Rome, Tome to Flavian 4 (ACO 2.2.1: 28, 12-14 Schwartz). 

115 Cyril of Alexandria, Letter to Acacius of Melitene (=Letter 40) 18 (ACO 1.1.4: 27, 22-24 
Schwartz). 

116 Leo of Rome, Tome to Flavian 4 (ACO 2.2.1: 29, 10-13 Schwartz). 

117 Cyril of Alexandria, Scholia on the Incarnation 107 (ACO 1.5: 228, 20-21 Schwartz). 
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28. The most reverent bishops proclaimed, “No one has any disagree- 
ments.” 

29. The most reverent bishop Atticus of Nicopolis said, “Since Your 
Magnificence has been accommodating in listening with forbearance, or- 
der that we be granted a few days in which to formulate with calm thinking 
and undisturbed reflection what is pleasing to God and to the holy fathers. 
For the letter of our master and holy father and archbishop Leo who ad- 
ministers the apostolic see has now been read. We also need to be given the 
letter of the blessed Cyril written to Nestorius in which he exhorted him 


"18 so that at the time of the consideration 


to assent to the Twelve Chapters, 
[of these issues] we may be found well prepared.” 

30. The most reverent bishops proclaimed, “If you order that we be 
granted this, we request that the fathers take part in the consideration.” 

31. The most magnificent and most glorious officials and the extraordi- 
nary senate said, “The hearing shall be deferred for five days," so that in 
the meantime Your Holiness may meet in the residence of the most holy 
archbishop Anatolius and deliberate in common about the faith, so that 
those with disagreements may be instructed.” 

32. All the most reverent bishops proclaimed, “We believe like this! “All 
believe like this!” “We believe as Leo does!”"° “None of us has any disa- 
greements!” “We have already signed!” 

33. The most magnificent and most glorious officials and the extraor- 
dinary senate said, “There is no need for all of you to meet, but since it is 
fitting to persuade all who have disagreements, the most reverent archbish- 
op Anatolius will choose from among those bishops who have signed some 
who in his view are competent to instruct those with disagreements.”!”! 

34. The most reverent bishops proclaimed, “We beg you about our fa- 
thers!” “Restore our fathers to the synod!”'? “Those who agree with Leo 


118 Cyril’s Third Letter to Nestorius, translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 623-636. 

119 This would have been October 15, but the synod did not resume discussion of the faith 
until October 17, at the fourth session. 

120 The sentence is supplied from the Latin version. 

121 In other words, the imperial officials declined to devote any further time in the synodal 
proceedings to persuading those with objections to the Tome of its orthodoxy; instead, 
they instructed Anatolius to set up a task force, made up of those who had already 
signed the Tome, that would meet for this purpose outside of the official sessions of the 
synod. 

122 This is a request for the bishops deposed at the conclusion of session 1 (see ACC 
1.1068) to be reinstated. As the following statements show, support for this petition was 


divided. 
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to the synod!” “Our fathers to the synod!”"*3 “Our acclamations to the em- 
peror!” “Our petitions to the orthodox one!” “Our petitions to the Augus- 
ta!” “We have all sinned; forgive us all!” 

35. The clerics of Constantinople proclaimed, “Only a few are clamor- 
ing! The synod is not speaking!” 

36. The most reverent Eastern bishops and those with them proclaimed, 
“The Egyptian into exile!” 

37. The most reverent Illyrian bishops and those with them proclaimed, 
“We beg you, have mercy on us all!” 

38. The most reverent Eastern bishops and those with them proclaimed, 
“The Egyptian into exile!” 

39. The most reverent Illyrian bishops and those with them proclaimed, 
“We have all sinned; have mercy on us all!” “Our acclamations to the or- 
thodox emperor!” “The churches are being torn apart!” 

40. The clerics of Constantinople proclaimed, “Dioscorus into exile!” 
“The heretic into exile!” “The Egyptian into exile!”"*+ “God has deposed 
Dioscorus!” 

41. The most reverent Illyrian bishops and those with them proclaimed, 
“We have all sinned; forgive us all!” “Dioscorus to the synod!” “Dioscorus 
to the churches!” “In your time may there be no evil!” “In your reign may 
there be no evil!” “In your reign may there be no division!”"*5 

42. The clerics of Constantinople proclaimed, “Whoever is in commun- 
ion with Dioscorus is a Jew!” 

43. The most reverent Eastern bishops and those with them proclaimed, 
“The Egyptian into exile!” “The heretic into exile!” 

44. The most reverent Illyrian bishops and those with them proclaimed, 
“Our fathers to the synod!” 

45. The most magnificent and most glorious officials and the extraordi- 


nary senate said, “What has been discussed will be put into effect.”"*° 


* 


*O* 


123 This and the previous sentence are supplied from the Latin version. 

124 This and the previous sentence are supplied from the Latin version. 

125 This and the previous sentence are supplied from the Latin version. 

126 That is, the proposals for a subcommittee to draft a new Definition of Faith (ACC 2.6) 
and a task force to persuade those with objections to the Tome of its orthodoxy (ACC 


2.31-33). 
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Between the Second and Fourth Sessions: Address to Marcian'?? 


(Delivered between October 10-17, 45 1) 


[x10] Prosphonetic™* address from the holy synod to the most pious and 
most Christ-loving emperor Marcian, [on the fact] that the most holy arch- 
bishop Leo wrote the letter to Flavian among the saints, the bishop of im- 
perial Constantinople, without making any innovations at this time against 
the faith at Nicaea, but following the holy fathers, who also in a similar 
manner refuted the heresies that arose in their time after the great synod 
at Nicaea. 

This too was worthy of your empire, to inaugurate care of your subjects 
on the basis of what pertains to God and first to assemble for reasons of pi- 
ety an army against the devil. Therefore, God devised for you a champion 
invulnerable to error and readied the primate of the Romans for victory, 
having girded him on all sides with the doctrines of the truth, so that fight- 
ing like Peter, who was fervent with desire, he might draw every thought 
toward God. 

However, let no one deprecate the concord of Leo’s faith [with the 
Nicene creed] and, in trying to hide the rebuke to his own deceit, calumni- 
ate the composition of the letter as something alien and not in accord with 
the canons, claiming that it is not permissible for there to be any exposition 
of the faith beyond that of the fathers at Nicaea. For the law of the church 
prescribes that there is one teaching as if in a summary, that of the 318, 
which we recommend as a common formula of the saints for those be- 
ing initiated into the security of adoption.'*? But in response to those who 
speak against it, various resources for combating them have been trans- 
mitted to us, which the pious adapt in reply to the falsehoods put forward 
by them. For an uncomplicated comprehension of the faith is enough to 
benefit those who belong to us, bringing those who are right minded to 
assent to the doctrines of piety, but as for those who attempt to distort the 
orthodox teaching, it is necessary to deal with each of the things to which 
they themselves evilly give birth and to oppose their schemes in a suitable 
manner. 


127 ACO 2.1.3: rr0-116 Schwartz. Translated in its entirety, except for the florilegium 
appended to it. 

128 A formal literary genre that was an address to a ruler. 

129 That is, for those being baptized. The “law of the church” here is probably a reference 
to canon 7 of Ephesus. 
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So then, if all people were content with the formula of the faith and 
did not make any innovations to the path of piety, those of the church 
would not need to devise anything beyond the symbol for the purpose of 
proof. But since many are deviating from the straight [path] by departing 
into error, devising for themselves a new road on the way of falsehood, we 
must bring them back by the findings of truth and set down a refutation in 
opposition to their inventions. It is not that we are always, for reasons of 
piety, innovating as if something were missing in the faith, but we are de- 
vising a suitable response to their innovations. [111] And so, in order that 
what we are saying may be clear to Your Sovereignty, let us begin with the 
very words of the faith, appending the thoughts of the fathers, as each one 
thinks it in connection with them. 

The faith says, “I believe in our one Lord Jesus Christ the Son of God, 
same-in-substance with the Father.” This statement is complete for those 
who try to be right-minded in their confession, as it indicates that the na- 
ture of the Son’s divinity is one with the Father’s, and accordingly it does 
not give rise in thought to the additional idea that the Son is of one sub- 
stance and the Father of another and thereby concur with Arius’s wicked 
schemes against piety. But since Photinus and Marcellus came up with a 
different innovative blasphemy against the Son, in that they did not com- 
pletely deny him with their slanders but insisted that the same one is called 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, and defined the difference between them to 
be merely a matter of the sound of their names, the fathers countered with 
the teaching of the three hypostases. This is not a newfangled idea that 
they devised for themselves from sources external to the scriptures, nor did 
they embrace the idea that the faith was incomplete, but they articulated 
the faith clearly through divinely inspired expressions, struggled mightily 
for the fact of the “same-in-substance,” and showed that the faith expound- 
ed for us one substance in two persons without rejecting the very existence 
of the Son. 

The faith also says, “in the Holy Spirit,” transmitting a theology of the 
Spirit that suffices for the pious. For if'° the faith proposes believing sim- 
ilarly in the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, it clearly enjoins placing our 
hopes [in him] as in God and makes known to those who receive him 
the one nature in the Trinity. But since the creed back then expounded a 


130 Here the Greek text reads é but this should be emended to e7 based on the Latin 
version's s/. 
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teaching about the Spirit that was undeveloped,’ as no one had yet stirred 
up controversy over it, the brood of Arius, who retained corruption with- 
in themselves, having been backed into a corner by refutations of their 
views on the Son, transferred their blasphemy to the Holy Spirit, thinking 
their slanderous position to be unassailable, and they brazenly assigned to 
him the lowly status of being a creature. Therefore, those who afterwards 
defended the truth repelled their corruption through countermeasures, 
showing in accordance with the intent of the faith that he is Lord and God 
and has his procession from the Father.'3? 

In this way, then, the brazen opponents of the divinity, who were gut- 
ting the faith through a pretense of piety against the faith, succumbed to 
the advocates of the Trinity. And moreover since their goal was to over- 
throw through their heretical intrigues what had been well deposited in the 
faith about the economy [of the Lord’s incarnation],'33 once again grace, 
in response to their assault, appointed generals who showed us how the 
concepts of the symbol regarding the humanification are complete, divine, 
and worthy of God the Word’s benevolence. For it says, “came down and 
became incarnate and became human.”"+ By “came down” it signifies the 
voluntary condescension of [divine] authority; by “became incarnate” it 
indicates his true assumption of our flesh and provides proof of his birth 
from the Virgin according to the union; and by “became human” it com- 
municates the completeness of our nature in him consisting of a rational 
soul and body. But the wicked one thereupon concocted — I don’t know 
how — various ways of bringing human beings to perdition, wishing like an 
enemy to plunder the very summit of God’s providence toward us. Some 
people he persuaded to deny the birth from the Virgin according to what 
was assumed, [112] depriving his birth of any connection with the term 
“Theotokos,” as if, I suppose, this was showing honor and respect to the 
dignity of the Savior; others he armed for impious reasons and without 
any restraint against the very divinity of the Only-Begotten and persuaded 
them to proclaim in their statements that his divinity is changeable and 
passible. Being the dispenser of evils he apportions his blasphemies to his 
worthy servants. Accordingly, some have obliterated the features by which 


131 Literally, “simple.” 

132 This alludes to some of the affirmations about the Holy Spirit in the creed issued at the 
Council of Constantinople in 38r. 

133 Supplied from the Latin version. 134 From the Nicene Creed of 325. 
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the assumed form is recognized; others confess the union but only with 
the body; some deny the healing of the soul; others affirm that the soul is 
present in the body but without a mind; some tear apart the mystery of the 
union and claim that what appeared [to us]'35 was a mere human being, as 
is the case with a prophet; others reject the difference between the natures, 
remove every distinguishing mark from the Savior’s divinity and humanity, 
and jumble together all the realities of the economy once and for all and 
without qualification. 

But the enemy of [our] nature did not elude the sleepless eye. Instead, 
our fathers were appointed as luminaries for those in error, unfurling the 
intent of the faith for all and proclaiming the beneficence of the humani- 
fication in precise ways: (1) how the mystery of the economy was ordained 
from the beginning to come from the womb; (2) how the Virgin was called 
not only “Theotokos” because of the one who graced her with virginity 
even after conception and sealed her womb in a divine manner, but also 
truly “Mother” because she supplied out of herself the flesh that belonged 
to the Master of the universe; (3) how the Lord sprang from Jesse’s root;'3° 
(4) how the Maker laid hold of the seed of Abraham;'3” (5) how he showed 
the first-fruits of our nature in him;"3* (6) how the Only-Begotten was 
manifested as complete God and complete human being; (7) how in him 
the difference between the natures was given testimony; (8) how the singu- 
larity of the person was shown; (9) how “Jesus Christ is the same yesterday, 
today, and forever”;'? (10) how he is recent and eternal; (11) how he is 
heavenly and earthly; (12) how he is visible and invisible; (13) how he is 
same-in-substance with his Father according to his divinity and the same 
one is same-in-substance with his mother according to his humanity; (14) 
how the same one was shown to be impassible in the manner of God and 
passible in the manner of a human being. With these statements the fathers 
overthrew the enemy. In this way they advocated for the symbol against 
those who attempted to slander it. They did not introduce another formula 
of faith for us to confess but salvaged what was being wickedly falsified by 
our enemies and lined up for battle against those trying to snatch people 
away out of opportunism. Each of them became the guardian of his own 
people in order to bring them to salvation. 


135 Supplied from the Latin version. 136 See Isa 11:1; Rom 5:12. 
137 See Heb 2:16. 138 See 1 Cor 15:23. 139 Heb 13:8. 
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This is what Basil the Great did, the servant of grace, when he elucidated 
the plain truth of the hypostases in a letter and handed down the accurate 
teaching about the Holy Spirit, demanding that his fellow pastors show 
their assent by their signatures."4#° This is what Damasus did, Rome’s or- 
nament for righteousness, when in his letter to Paulinus he gave a detailed 
explanation of the economy, persuading those who wanted to have com- 
munion with him to affirm his good decrees.'4! This is what was done by 
those who afterwards assembled everywhere for various reasons to combat 
the innovations of the heretics: being as they were of the same mind they 
produced a common decree on behalf of the faith, and whatever they fra- 
ternally resolved among themselves they transmitted to the absent parties 
in a clear manner. Those in Serdica who contended against the remnants 
of Arius sent their decision to those in Anatolia, whereas those here,'#* who 
had detected the corruption of Apollinarius, informed those in the West of 
their judgment: Hosius took the lead in passing judgment on the former 
and Nectarius together with Gregory assumed the leadership with respect 
to the latter."43 This is what happened at Ephesus [113] when the decree 
about the Theotokos was given ratification in letters, and by their signa- 
tures [the council fathers] signaled their approval of the expressions used in 
connection with the divinity and humanity of the Lord, thereby communi- 
cating with hand and tongue the confession of the natures in one person." 

If anyone at this point orders the termination of the license granted to 
those who wish to advocate for the faith, let this order be legislated in 
particular for heretics, so that it will stop them from doing wrong but not 
pastors from defending [the faith]. For every law forbids the wicked to sin 
without obstructing the authority of the judges. Otherwise, let them real- 
ize that even now, when controversy has arisen, it is permitted to join our 
confession together with the interpretations of the fathers and to offer a 
convincing argument that we do not espouse views out of tune with their 
understanding but instead use the fathers as witnesses to confirm our faith. 
This is why we put forward the letter of Athanasius to Epictetus.'45 This 


140 Basil, Letter 125, from the mid-370s. 

141 Damasus, Letter 4, also known as Tomus Damasi. 142 That is, in Anatolia. 

143 The Council of Constantinople in 38r. 

144 The letters mentioned here are Cyril’s Second Letter to Nestorius and his Letter of Reunion 
to John of Antioch, translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 564-569 and 718-725. 

145 ‘Translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 279-290. 
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is why we bring forth the epistle of Gregory to Cledonius as if it were our 
own."° What need is there to say much more? For if using letters to clarify 
the views of the church in response to each issue is blameworthy, someone 
should first charge the blessed Cyril himself, who clarified his own views 
in his letter to the Easterners.” In addition, someone could hurl the same 
charge at Proclus the Great for sending his Tome to the Armenians to the 
same Easterners in order to demonstrate his agreement [with them]. The 
wise John of Antioch will also have to share in the charge, who, in order 
to repel the abuse of heretics and point out the rightness of the apostolic 
teaching, sent, as if from a single tongue, the confession of the East to the 
sacred Proclus and to the one who holds the scepter of the whole world. 

So then, let them not adduce the epistle of the admirable primate of Rome 
as the basis of the charge that he has innovated; instead, let them censure it 
only if it does not agree with the scriptures, if it does not endorse the same 
opinions as the fathers who preceded us, if it does not contain an accusation 
against the impious, if it does not indicate its advocacy of the faith at Nicaea, 
if it does not overturn the fabrications of those who attempt to innovate, 
and if it does not oppose the nonsense of the empty headed. For if someone 
falsifies the thought of the fathers, it is he who is liable to the punishments 
for his transgression, not the one who produced proof of the transgression. 
After all, the one who of his own will puts forward an exposition in his 
own words when he lacks an opponent would be rightly convicted and con- 
demned as a boaster, but the one who opposes those who have learned to 
hold evil views calibrates his tongue for the inventions of his enemies in his 
attempt to shatter their wicked proposals by means of the truth. 

But as for you who are Christ-loving and worthy of the kingdom ap- 
pointed for you from the beginning, repay your benefactor with trust and 
demonstrate your gratitude for the honor with zeal for his confession [of 
faith]; as you thwart the assaults of the wicked, declare to all the harmony 
of his pious confession [with the Nicene creed]; and confirm for the synod 
that you assembled that the preaching of the see of Peter is the seal of the 
pious teachings. For Your Piety should be confident that the God-beloved 
primate of Rome has in no way moved away from the faith proclaimed 
long ago by the holy fathers. And in order that no pretext be left for those 
who out of envy are attempting to calumniate the apostolic man, [114] we 


146 Translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 388-398. 
147 The Letter of Reunion to John of Antioch. 
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have appended a few out of many testimonies of the holy fathers that agree 
with the letter, so that Your Sovereignty can know with accuracy that the 
holy fathers affirmed two natures in Christ and that God the Word who 
is same-in-substance with the Father became same-in-substance with us 
from Mary according to the flesh." 


Fourth Session"? 
(Held on October 17, 451) 


6. The most reverent bishops Paschasinus and Lucentius and the most rev- 
erent presbyter Boniface, proxies for the apostolic see, said through the 
most reverent Paschasinus, “The holy and blessed synod maintains the 
canon of faith and decrees expounded by the 318 at Nicaea. And further- 
more the synod of the 150 that gathered at Constantinople in the time of 
Theodosius the Great of blessed memory confirmed the same faith, the 
exposition of whose symbol the synod that happened's° at Ephesus in the 
time of Cyril of blessed memory, at which Nestorius was condemned, sim- 
ilarly embraces. Third, the letter sent by the most blessed and apostolic'™ 
man, Leo the archbishop of all the churches, who condemned the heresy of 
Nestorius and Eutyches, reveals what the true faith is.'5* Likewise, too, the 
[present] holy synod holds fast to this faith, follows this faith, and allows 
nothing further to be added or subtracted.” 

7. When this declaration had been translated into Greek by Veroni- 
cianus the most devoted secretary of the divine council chamber, the most 
reverent bishops shouted, “This is how we all believe!” “This is how we 
were baptized in the past!” “This is how we baptize now!” “This is how we 
believed in the past!” “This is how we believe now!” 


148 The sixteen texts of the florilegium are omitted from this translation. 

149 ACO 2.1.2: 69-84 Schwartz. The translation of the acts of the fourth session includes 
only a selection of the bishops’ affirmations that Leo’s Tome to Flavian was in harmony 
with the creeds of Nicaea and Constantinople and with Cyril’s conciliar letters. 

150 Here the manuscript reading exenechtheisa is preferred to Schwartz’s emendation 
exenechtheisan. 

151 The words “and apostolic” are supplied by the Latin version. 

152 Here the translation follows the Latin quid vera fides habeat rather than the Greek poia 
tes aletheias he pistis. 
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8. The most glorious officials and the extraordinary senate said, “Since 
we see the divine gospels set out by Your Reverence, let each of the most 
reverent bishops convened here tell us whether the exposition of the 318 
fathers who convened long ago at Nicaea and that of the 150 who after- 
wards assembled in the imperial city agrees with the letter of the most 
reverent archbishop Leo.” 

9. (1) The most reverent archbishop Anatolius of the imperial Con- 
stantinople said, “The letter of the most sacred and most God-beloved 
archbishop Leo is in harmony with the symbol of our 318 holy fathers at 
Nicaea and that of the 150 who gathered at Constantinople afterwards 
who confirmed the same faith, and it is in harmony with the proceedings of 
the ecumenical and holy synod at Ephesus in the time of the most blessed 
sainted Cyril, when it deposed the infamous Nestorius. For this reason, I 
have both given my consent and gladly signed.” 

(2-4) The most reverent bishops Paschasinus and Lucentius and the most 
reverent presbyter Boniface, proxies for the apostolic see, said through the 
most reverent Paschasinus, “It is obvious and cannot be disputed that the 
faith of the most blessed pope of the apostolic throne archbishop Leo is 
one and in harmony with the faith of the 318 fathers who convened at 
Nicaea and that it maintains both the faith of the 150 who assembled at 
Constantinople and furthermore the decrees passed at Ephesus in the time 
of Cyril of holy memory, when Nestorius was deposed because of his error, 
and differs [from them] in no way at all whatsoever. And for this reason, it 
is proven that the letter of the most blessed pope, which renewed this faith 
when prompted by the error of Eutyches, is in harmony with the same 
faith, having one and the same spirit.” 

(5) The most reverent bishop Maximus of Antioch in Syria said, “The 
letter of the most holy archbishop of imperial Rome Leo is in harmony 
with the expositions of the 318 holy fathers at Nicaea and the 150 at Con- 
stantinople, New Rome, and with the faith expounded at Ephesus by the 
most holy bishop Cyril, and I have signed it.”"53 


KKK 


153 The remaining 156 statements of individual bishops are quite formulaic and thus are 
omitted from this translation, with the exception of the corporate statements of the 
Illyrian and Palestinian bishops. Both of these statements seem to be retractions of the 
criticisms about the Tome voiced by them in ACC 2.24-26, that Leo separated the two 
natures in Christ. 
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(98) [Thirty Illyrian bishops] addressed [the synod] from a document in 
shorthand through bishop Sozon of Philippi, “We hold fast to the faith of 
the 318 holy fathers as being our salvation, and we pray to depart life with 
it. And that of the 150 is also in no way in disagreement with the previous- 
ly mentioned faith. Furthermore, we continue to hold fast to all the pro- 
ceedings and decisions at the first Ephesian synod, whose guides were the 
most blessed Celestine the primate of the apostolic see and the most blessed 
Cyril of the megalopolis of Alexandria. And we have come to be fully as- 
sured that the most holy father and archbishop Leo is most orthodox. It has 
come to pass for us concerning the letter sent by His Blessedness that the 
most holy bishops Paschasinus and Lucentius, proxies for the apostolic see, 
have explained to us in an unambiguous manner the wording that suggested 
separation. For when in accordance with the decision of Your Authority we 
came into the presence of Anatolius, the most holy archbishop of the great 
Constantinople, and attended the most holy synod in session with him, being 
obligated to be fully assured on a few points about which we had doubts, we 
found that with the greatest readiness Their Holiness expelled our doubts.’ 
For they anathematized every person who separates the divinity from the 
flesh of our Lord, God, and Savior Jesus Christ, which he united to himself 
from the holy Virgin Mary the Theotokos, and who does not affirm that the 
attributes appropriate for God and human beings are his unconfusedly, un- 
changeably, and undividedly.*55 For this reason, having been fully assured and 
now holding that the letter is in agreement in every way with the previously 
mentioned holy fathers, we have consented to and signed it.” 

All the aforementioned [thirty] most reverent bishops said, “All the bish- 
ops of Illyricum have given the same statement, to which we all assent.” 


kK OK * 


(114) [Fifteen Palestinian bishops] addressing [the synod] from a doc- 
ument through bishop Anianus said, “Always in the past we all have held 
fast to the faith of the 318 holy fathers gathered together at Nicaea, and 
we hold fast to it now, and we pray to depart life with it. And moreover we 
follow that [faith] of the 150 fathers which is in no way inconsistent with 
it. And furthermore we agree with what was transacted and decided at the 
first synod in Ephesus by the most blessed and most sacred Cyril of blessed 


154 The bishops are referring to the meeting(s) entrusted to a task force chaired by 
Anatolius to meet with bishops hesitant to accept the Tome and to convince them of its 
orthodoxy: see ACC 2.31. 

155 Note that these are three of the four adverbs that appear in the Chalcedonian Definition. 
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memory, who was once bishop of Alexandria. And in addition, when the 
letter of the most blessed and most God-beloved archbishop Leo of the 
Romans was read to us, we assented to most of its statements as correct 
and in tune with the previously mentioned [creeds, proceedings, and deci- 
sions]. But some statements in it stood in opposition [to the same previous- 
ly mentioned creed, proceedings, and decisions], as implying a separation 
and division for those who wish to hold such views. At first in the presence 
of Your Benevolence we harbored doubts about these statements, and after 
we had been ordered to depart from Your Magnificence, we were informed 
by the most holy fathers, bishops, and presbyters who were proxies for 
the most God-beloved and most holy archbishop Leo, that the statements 
affirm no division in the case of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ, but one 
and the same Lord, the Son of God.'s° Because of this we assented and 
signed the Tome. We think that even now these same men, if asked by Your 
Greatness, would report the same things for the benefit of all the world.” 

All the aforementioned [fifteen] most reverent bishops said, “We all af- 
firm the same and we assent to this.” 


Fifth Session’s7 
(Held on October 22, 451) 


1. In the consulship of our master Marcian the perpetual Augustus and of 
the one to be made known, ten days before the Kalends of November, in 
Chalcedon, by the order of our most divine and most pious master Marcian 
the perpetual Augustus, there convened in the most holy church of the holy 
martyr Euphemia: 


the most magnificent and most glorious commander, ex-consul, and patri- 
cian Anatolius; 


the most magnificent and most glorious prefect of the sacred'®* praetorians 
Palladius; 


156 See note 154 above. 

157 ACO 2.1.2: 121-130 Schwartz. The acts of session 5 are translated in their entirety, 
with one omission (see note 159 below). 

158 Supplied by the Latin version. 
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and the most magnificent and most glorious master of the divine offices 
Vincomalus, 


and there also convened: 


the most reverent bishops Paschasinus and Lucentius and the most rever- 
ent presbyter Boniface (proxies for the most holy archbishop Leo of 
Elder Rome); 


the most reverent archbishop Anatolius of the celebrated Constantinople; 
the most reverent archbishop Maximus of Antioch in Syria; 
the most reverent bishop Juvenal of Jerusalem; 


the most reverent bishop Quintillus of Heraclea in Macedonia (proxy for 
the most reverent bishop Anastasius of Thessalonica); 


the most reverent bishop Thalassius of Caesarea in Cappadocia; 
the most reverent bishop Stephen of Ephesus; 


the most reverent bishop Lucian of Bizye (proxy for the most God-beloved 
bishop Cyriacus of Heraclea in Thrace); 


the most reverent bishop Eusebius of Ancyra in Galatia; 
the most reverent bishop Diogenes of Cyzicus; 

the most reverent bishop Peter of Corinth; 

the most reverent bishop Florentius of Sardis; 

the most reverent bishop Eunomius of Nicomedia; 

the most reverent bishop Anastasius of Nicaea; 


the most reverent bishop Julianus of the city of Cos and also proxy for the 
apostolic see of Elder Rome; 


the most reverent bishop Eleutherius of Chalcedon; 


Basil of Seleucia in Isauria; ...'59 


and the rest of the holy and ecumenical synod assembled by the divine de- 
cree of our most divine and most reverent master Marcian in the city of 


Chalcedon. 


159 At this point the names of thirty-nine additional bishops are omitted from this 
translation. 
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2. And when all of them sat down in front of the railing of the holy 
sanctuary, the most magnificent and most glorious officials said, “Deign to 
inform us about the decisions made concerning the faith.” 

3. Deacon Asclepiades of the great church of Constantinople read the 
Definition (it seemed best not to insert it into these minutes).'© 

4. After the reading, as some were voicing doubts, the most reverent 
bishop John of Germanicia, coming across to the center," said, “The Defi- 
nition is no good; it needs to be made precise.” 

5. The most reverent archbishop Anatolius of Constantinople said to the 
holy synod, “Are you satisfied with the Definition?” 

6. All the most reverent bishops except the Romans and some of the 
Easterners shouted out, “All are satisfied with the Definition!” “This is the 
faith of the fathers!” “Whoever holds views contrary to this is a heretic!” 
“If anyone views the matter otherwise, let him be anathema!” “Cast out the 
Nestorians!” “All are satisfied with this Definition!” “Whoever does not 
anathematize Nestorius should depart from the synod!” 

7. The most God-beloved bishop Anatolius of Constantinople said, 
“Were you all satisfied with the Definition of Faith yesterday?” 

8. The most reverent bishops said, “All were satisfied with the Defi- 
nition!” “We do not believe otherwise!” “Anathema to whoever believes 
otherwise!” “This is the faith of the fathers!” “God is satisfied with the 
Definition!” “This is the faith of the orthodox!” “The faith ought not be 
subjected to treachery!” “Write: “The holy Mary is Theotokos’!” “Add this 
to the symbol!” 

g. The most reverent bishops Paschasinus and Lucentius and the most 
reverent presbyter Boniface, proxies for the apostolic throne of Rome, said, 
“If they don’t agree with the letter of the most apostolic and most blessed 
man, Leo the archbishop, order that transcripts be given us so that we may 
return, and the synod will be brought to a conclusion there.” 

10. The most glorious officials said, “If it seems like a good idea, along 
with six of the most reverent bishops from [the diocese of] the East, three 
from the diocese of Asiana, three from Pontica, three from Illyricum, and 
three from Thrace, in the company of the most holy archbishop Anatolius 


160 As the rest of the acts of session 5 indicate, what was read at this point must have been 
an initial draft of the Definition but it was purposely excised from the minutes. 
161 The clause “coming across to the center” is supplied by the Latin version. 
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and the most reverent [clerics] from Rome, let us convene inside the or- 
atory of the holy martyrium. And when everything has been carefully ex- 
amined by them in sequence, they will inform you about their resolutions 
concerning the holy faith.” 

11. The most reverent bishops shouted, “All are satisfied with the Defi- 
nition!” “Our statements to the emperor!” “This is the Definition of the 
orthodox!” 

12. And again, when the most reverent bishop John of Germanicia went 
to the most glorious officials, the most reverent bishops shouted, “Cast 
out the Nestorians!” “Cast out the fighters against God!” “How bad they 
actually are has hardly been shown!” “The world is orthodox!” “Yesterday 
all were satisfied with the Definition!” “The emperor is orthodox!” “The 
Augusta is orthodox!” “The Augusta prosecuted Nestorius!” “The officials 
are orthodox!” “Many years to the Augusta!” “Many years to the emperor!” 
“Yesterday all were satisfied with the Definition!” “Many years to the of- 
ficials!” “We demand that the Definition be signed in the presence of the 
gospels!” “All were satisfied with it!” “Order that the Definition be signed!” 
“Let no treachery descend upon the faith!” “Whoever does not sign the 
Definition is a heretic!” “The holy Mary is Theotokos!” “Whoever does 
not hold this view is a heretic!” “Orthodox officials, hold fast to the faith!” 
“Orthodox officials of the orthodox emperor!” “Let no one depart from the 
Definition!” “The Holy Spirit dictated the Definition!” “The Definition is 
orthodox!” “Let the Definition be signed right now!” “Whoever does not 
sign it is a heretic!” “Cast out the heretics!” “The Virgin Mary is Theot- 
okos!” “Cast out the heretics!” “Let ‘Mary is the Theotokos’ be added to 
the Definition!” “Cast out the Nestorians!” “Christ is God!” 

13. The most magnificent and most glorious officials said, “Dioscorus 
said that the reason he deposed Flavian was because he said that there are 
two natures. But the Definition has ‘from two natures.” 

14. The most reverent archbishop Anatolius of Constantinople said, “It 
was not because of the faith that Dioscorus was deposed. Instead, since he 
excommunicated the lord Leo the archbishop and was summoned three 
times and did not come, for this reason he was deposed.” 

15. The most glorious officials said, “Do you accept the letter of the 
archbishop Leo?” 

16. The most reverent bishops shouted, “Yes, we have accepted and 
signed it!” 
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17. The most glorious officials said, “Then its contents must be inserted 
in the Definition.” 

18. The most reverent bishops shouted, “There cannot be another Defi- 
nition! Nothing has been left out of the Definition!” 

19. The most reverent bishop Eusebius of Dorylaeum said, “There can- 
not be another Definition!” 

20. The most reverent bishops shouted, “The Definition has confirmed 
the letter!” “The archbishop Leo believes just as we believe!” “Let the 
Definition be signed!” “The Definition contains everything!” “The Defi- 
nition contains the faith!” “Leo said what Cyril said!” “Celestine confirmed 
what Cyril said!” “Xystus confirmed what Cyril said!” “One baptism, one 
Lord, one faith!”"® “Cast treachery from the Definition!” 

21. The most glorious officials said, “Your acclamations will be reported 
to our most divine and most pious master.” 

By the order of the most glorious officials, Veronicianus the most devout 
secretary of the divine council chamber went to the divine palace. After a 


little while he returned and addressed the following to the holy council: 
Address 


22. Our most divine and most pious master has ordered that e7- 
ther, in accordance with what seemed best to the most magnificent 
and most glorious officials, six of the most reverent bishops from 
the diocese of the East, three from Pontica, three from Asiana, 
three from Thrace, and three from Illyricum, in the company of 
the most holy archbishop Anatolius and the most reverent [cler- 
ics] from Rome, are to convene in the oratory of the most holy 
martyrium and make a correct and unassailable decision about 
the faith so that everyone agrees with it and not a single doubt 
remains, or if this does not seem like a good idea, each is to com- 
municate his faith through his metropolitan so that in a similar 
manner no doubt or discord remains. And if Your Holiness does 
not want this, you ought to know that the synod will have to be 
held in the Western regions, since Your Godliness is unwilling to 
make an unambiguous decision about the true and orthodox faith 
right here. 


162 Eph 4:5. 
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23. The most reverent bishops shouted, “Many years to the emperor!” “Let 
the Definition be put in force or we are going to depart!” “Many years to 
the emperor!” 

24. The most reverent bishop Cecropius of Sebastopolis said, “We re- 
quest that the Definition be read and that those who oppose it and won’t 
sign it depart. For we grant that what it has decreed is sound, and we do 
not oppose it in any way.” 

25. The most reverent bishops of Illyricum said, “Let those who oppose 
it make themselves known!” “Those who oppose it are Nestorians!” “Let 
those who oppose it leave for Rome!”"% 

26. The most magnificent and most glorious officials said, “Dioscorus 
said, ‘I accept “from two natures,” but I do not accept “two [natures]”.’ 
But the most holy archbishop Leo said that in Christ there are two na- 
tures united unconfusedly, unchangeably, and undividedly in the one only- 
begotten Son our Savior. So whom do you follow? The most holy Leo or 
Dioscorus?” 

27. The most reverent bishops shouted, “We believe in the same manner 
that Leo does!” “Those who oppose [him] are Eutychianists!” “Leo has 
given his exposition in an orthodox manner!” 

28. The most magnificent and most glorious officials said, “So then, sup- 
plement the Definition in line with the judgment of our most holy father 
Leo, that there are two natures united unchangeably, inseparably, and un- 
confusedly in Christ.” 

29. At everyone’s urging the most magnificent officials went into the orato- 
ry of the most holy martyr Euphemia together with the most reverent arch- 
bishop Anatolius of Constantinople, the most reverent bishops Paschasinus 
and Lucentius, presbyter Boniface, and the most reverent bishop Julianus of 
the city of Cos, proxies for the apostolic throne of the megalopolis of Rome, 
as well as with the most reverent bishop Maximus of Antioch in Syria, the 
most reverent bishop Juvenal of Jerusalem, the most reverent bishop Thalas- 
situs of Caesarea in Cappadocia, the most reverent bishop Eusebius of Ancyra 
in Galatia, the most reverent bishops Quintillus, Atticus, and Sozon from 
Illyricum, the most reverent bishop Diogenes of Cyzicus, the most reverent 
bishop Leontius of Magnesia, the most reverent bishop Florentius of Sardis, 
the most reverent bishop Eusebius of Dorylaeum, the most reverent bishop 
Theodore of Tarsus, the most reverent bishop Cyrus of Anazarbus, the most 


163 Here the Illyrian bishops suggest that Rome is sympathetic to Nestorianism. 
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reverent bishop Constantius of Bostra, the most reverent bishop Theodore 
of Claudiopolis in Isauria, and the most reverent bishops Francion, Sebas- 
tian, and Basil from Thrace. Having concluded their discussion about the 
holy faith, when all of them had come out and were seated, the most magnifi- 
cent and most glorious officials said, “Let the holy synod, which has support- 
ed the faith, listen in silence to what has been decreed in our presence by the 
holy fathers who convened to articulate the Definition of Faith.” 

Aetius the archdeacon of the most holy church of Constantinople read: 


[The Definition of Chalcedon] 


30. The holy, great, and ecumenical synod, by God’s grace and 
by the decree of our most pious and Christ-loving emperors, Au- 
gusti Valentinian and Marcian, gathered together in Chalcedon 
the metropolis of the province of Bithynia at the martyrium of 
the holy and gloriously triumphant martyr Euphemia, defines the 
statements below: 


31. Our Lord and Savior Christ, confirming his disciples in the 
knowledge of the faith, said, “My peace I give to you; my peace I 
leave to you,”™ so that no one would disagree with his neighbor 
over the doctrines of piety but that the proclamation of the truth 
would be announced to all equally. But since the wicked one never 
stops trying to smother the seeds of piety with his own weeds and 
is always concocting some novelty against the truth, for this reason 
the Master in an act of his usual care for the human race roused 
this pious and most faithful emperor to zeal and summoned’® to 
himself the primary holders of the priesthood"® from everywhere, 
in order, by the working of the grace of Christ, the Master of us all, 
to sift out falsehood’s contaminants from Christ’s sheep and fatten 
them on truth’s wholesome nourishment. 

This very thing we have done by having expelled the doctrines 
of error by a common resolution, by having renewed the unerring 
faith of the fathers, by having proclaimed to all the symbol of the 
318, and by having claimed as our own those fathers who accepted 


164 John 14:27. 

165 The subject of the verb “summoned?” is unclear in the Greek. Grammatically, it should 
be the “Master,” but it makes more sense to take it as the “emperor.” 

166 That is, the bishops. 
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this formula of piety, that is, the 150 who convened afterwards at the 
great Constantinople and themselves set their seal on the same faith. 
Holding fast to the ordinance and all the decisions about the faith 
made by the holy synod that happened long ago at Ephesus, whose 
leaders were the most holy in memory Celestine of the Romans and 
Cyril of the Alexandrians, we decree that the exposition of the or- 
thodox and blameless faith given by the 318 holy and blessed fathers 
who gathered at Nicaea in the presence of Constantine of pious 
memory, who was emperor at that time, should shine the brightest, 
and that the decisions of the 150 holy fathers at Constantinople for 
the destruction of the heresies arising at that time and for the con- 
firmation of our same catholic and apostolic faith should be in force. 


The Symbol of the 318 Fathers at Nicaea” 


32. We believe in one God, Father, almighty, maker of heav- 
en and earth, of all things both seen and unseen. And in one 
Lord, Jesus Christ, the Son of God, the only-begotten, who 
was begotten from the Father before all ages, true God from 
true God, begotten, not made, same-in-substance with the 
Father, through whom all things came to be, who for us hu- 
man beings and for our salvation came down, and became in- 
carnate, and became human, suffered and rose again on the 
third day, ascended into the heavens, and is coming to judge 
the living and the dead. And in the Holy Spirit. Now as for 
those who say: There was a point when he did not exist, and 
before he was begotten he did not exist, and that he came to 
be from nothing, or from a different subsistence or substance, 
claiming that the Son of God is either changeable or mutable, 
these people the catholic and apostolic church anathematizes. 


And the Same for the 150 Holy Fathers Gathered at 
Constantinople'® 


33. We believe in one God, Father, almighty, maker of heav- 
en and earth, of all things both seen and unseen. And in one 


167 The version of the Nicene Creed inserted into the Definition here contains a host of 
departures from the official version cited at ACC 2.11. 

168 The version of the Nicene-Constantinopolitan Creed inserted into the Definition at 
this point contains several departures from the official version cited at ACC 2.14. 
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Lord, Jesus Christ, the Son of God, the Only-Begotten, who 
was begotten from the Father before all ages, true God from 
true God, begotten, not made, same-in-substance with the 
Father, through whom all things came to be, who for us hu- 
man beings and for our salvation came down, and became 
incarnate of the Holy Spirit and Mary the Virgin, and be- 
came human, and was crucified for our sake under Pontius 
Pilate, and was buried, and rose again on the third day, and 
ascended into the heavens, and is seated at the right hand 
of the Father, and is coming again with glory to judge the 
living and the dead, whose kingdom will have no end. And 
in the Holy Spirit, the Lord and giver of life, who proceeds 
from the Father, who with Father and Son is worshiped and 
glorified, who has spoken through the prophets. In one, 
catholic, and apostolic church. We confess one baptism for 
the forgiveness of sins. We await the resurrection of the dead 
and the life of the age to come. Amen. 


34. So then, this wise and saving symbol of divine grace sufficed 
for complete knowledge and confirmation of piety. For its teach- 
ing about the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit is complete, 
and it communicates the Lord’s humanification to those who ac- 
cept it faithfully. But those trying to annul the proclamation of the 
truth by their own heresies have given birth to novelties," some 
by having dared to corrupt the mystery of the Lord’s economy 
on our behalf and denying to the Virgin the term “Theotokos,” 
and others by introducing confusion and mixture, mindlessly im- 
agining that there is one nature of the flesh and the divinity, and 
unfurling the fabulous theory that because of the confusion the 
divine nature of the Only-Begotten is passible. Accordingly, this 
holy, great, and ecumenical synod now present, intending to close 
off to them every machination against the truth and teaching what 
has been permanent in the proclamation from the beginning, has 
decreed above all that the faith of the 318 holy fathers is to re- 
main inviolate. And not only, because of those who fight against 


169 Here the Greek kenophonias is emended to kainophonias based on the Latin novas voces, 
which suggests “novelties.” Extant Syriac versions of the Definition also indicate that 
kainophonias is the correct reading: see, for example, Timothy Aelurus, Against the 
Council of Chalcedon 1.6, translated in this volume on pp. 134-18. 
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the Holy Spirit, does it confirm the teaching about the substance 
of the Holy Spirit that was handed down some time later by the 
150 fathers who convened at the imperial city — which teaching 
they communicated to everyone, not as if they were introducing 
something omitted by their predecessors, but in order to clarify by 
written testimonies their notion of the Holy Spirit against those 
who were attempting to annul his sovereignty — but also, because 
of those who are attempting to corrupt the mystery of the econo- 
my and shamelessly utter the nonsense that the one born from the 
holy Virgin Mary was a mere human being, it has accepted as in 
harmony [with these symbols] the synodical letters of the blessed 
Cyril, once the pastor of the church of the Alexandrians, to Nesto- 
rius and to those of the East,'”° as a refutation of the derangement 
of Nestorius and as an explanation for those who because of their 
pious zeal desire an understanding of the saving symbol. ‘To these 
letters it has rightly added, for the confirmation of the orthodox 
doctrines, the letter of the primate of greatest and Elder Rome, 
the most blessed and most holy archbishop Leo, written to the 
archbishop Flavian among the saints to destroy the malice of Eu- 
tyches, inasmuch as it agrees with the great Peter’s confession and 
is a universal pillar for the confirmation of right doctrines against 
those with wicked opinions. For it'7' is arrayed against those who 
attempt to tear apart the mystery of the economy into a duality 
of sons, expels from the assembly of the priests those who dare 
to claim that the divinity of the Only-Begotten is passible, stands 
opposed to those who concoct a mixture or confusion in the case 
of the two natures of Christ, banishes those who as if in a delir- 
ium babble that the form of a slave which he assumed from us 
is heavenly or of some other substance, and anathematizes those 
who make up a story of two natures of the Lord before the union 
but imagine one after the union. 

Following, then, the holy fathers, all of us in unison teach 
the confession of one and the same Son, our Lord Jesus Christ; 
the same one complete in divinity and the same one complete 
in humanity; the same one truly God and truly a human being 


170 Cyril’s Second Letter to Nestorius and Letter of Reunion to John of Antioch. 
171 That is, the synod. 
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consisting of a rational soul and a body; same-in-substance with 
the Father according to his divinity and the same one same-in-sub- 
stance with us according to his humanity, like us in every respect 
except for sin, begotten before the ages from the Father according 
to his divinity and in the last days the same one for us and for our 
salvation from the Virgin Mary the Theotokos according to his 
humanity; one and the same Christ, Son, Lord, Only-Begotten, 
acknowledged in two natures unconfusedly, unchangeably, undi- 
videdly, inseparably, the difference between the natures being in 
no way destroyed because of the union but instead the distinctive 
feature of each nature being preserved and coming together into 
one person and one hypostasis; not separated or divided into two 
persons but one and the same Son, Only-Begotten, God, Word, 
Lord Jesus Christ, just as the prophets from the beginning taught 
about him and the Lord Jesus Christ himself instructed us and the 
symbol of the fathers handed it down to us. 

Now that these things have been formulated by us with all pos- 
sible accuracy and diligence, the holy and ecumenical synod has 
decreed that no one is permitted to produce or write down or com- 
pose a different faith, or to uphold different views or teach differ- 
ently. As for those who dare either to compose a different faith 
or to bring forward or teach or hand down a different symbol for 
those who want to convert to knowledge of the truth from Hellen- 
ism, or from Judaism, or from any heresy whatsoever, the synod 
has decreed that these people, if they are bishops or clerics, are 
strangers, the bishops to the episcopacy and the clerics to the cler- 
gy, and if they are monks or laypeople, they are anathematized.'” 


35. After the reading of the Definition all the most reverent bishops shout- 
ed, “This the faith of the fathers!” “Let the metropolitans sign it right 
now!” “Let them sign it right now in the presence of the officials!” “Let 
what has been defined so well brook no delay!” “This is the faith of the 


apostles!” “All of us assent to this!” “Our views are in accord with this!” 


36. The most magnificent and most glorious officials said, “That which 


has been formulated by the holy fathers and pleased everyone shall be 


made known to the divine head.” 


172 This final paragraph echoes canon 7 of Ephesus I. 
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Leo of Rome, The Second Tome (Letter 
to Emperor Leo) 


Introduction and Translation by Mark DelCoghiano 


INTRODUCTION 


The Council of Chalcedon affirmed that Leo’s Tome to Flavian of Constantinople 
was in harmony with the creeds of Nicaea and Constantinople and the con- 
ciliar letters of Cyril — but not without controversy. Some bishops criticized 
three passages in the Tome for emphasizing the duality of natures in Christ, 
which seemed to them to come alarmingly close to the “Nestorian” tendency 
to divide the natures in Christ so much that they acted and experienced inde- 
pendently of each other.’ These objections were eventually resolved at Chal- 
cedon, enabling the bishops to acclaim the Tome as a definition of orthodoxy 
and to commend it in the Definition of Faith they produced as a “confirm- 


2 


ation of right doctrines.”? But those opposed to the decisions of Chalcedon 
continued to regard Leo’s Tome to Flavian as tainted by “Nestorianism.” 

Leo himself was aware of the document’s troubled reception at Chalce- 
don and afterward. Perhaps because of his single-minded focus on refuting 
Eutyches and emphasis on two natures in Christ, he had overcompensated 
and failed to keep Nestorius sufficiently in his sights, whose views were still 
very much a live issue in the Eastern regions. Interestingly, at the time of 
the writing of the Tome in 448, Leo’s view of Nestorius was still heavily in- 
fluenced by previous Latin interpretations. He saw the former archbishop 
of Constantinople primarily as an adoptionist who effectively denied 
Christ’s divinity, in contrast to the Easterners who judged Nestorius to 
have inadequately accounted for the unity of natures in Christ. Accordingly, 


1 See Acts of the Council of Chalcedon session 2, sections 24-26, translated in this volume on 
PP- 93-94- 

2 See Acts of the Council of Chalcedon session 4, sections 6-11, and session 5, section 34, 
translated in this volume on pp. 108-109 and 114-116. 
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thinking that in essence Nestorius denied Christ’s divinity and Eutyches 
denied Christ’s humanity — each in his own way reducing Christ to a sin- 
gle nature — in the Tome Leo strongly asserted the two natures of Christ 
against both opponents (at least implicitly). But soon after the Council of 
Chalcedon Leo came to realize that his understanding of Nestorius was 
defective. In letters written after the council Leo starts to present Nestori- 
us’s Christology differently, interpreting his duality of natures as a duality 
of persons in line with Eastern interpretations.} Leo’s revised understand- 
ing of Nestorius resulted in a second major Christological statement, his 
Letter to the Palestinian Monks in the summer of 453 (Letter 124). 

In 457 Emperor Marcian died, the staunch defender of the Chalcedonian 
Definition under whose initiative the Council of Chalcedon had been held, 
and Leo I came to the throne. Those opposed to the Definition attempted 
to sway the new emperor to revisit the work of the council, above all the 
miaphysite leader Timothy Aelurus, into whose control the episcopacy of 
Alexandria came when Marcian died. This prompted Emperor Leo I in 
October 457 to consult over sixty Eastern bishops as well as Leo of Rome 
by means of a circular letter, in which he asked the bishops to give their 
opinion on whether Chalcedon should be upheld and Timothy recognized 
as the legitimate patriarch of Alexandria. In a letter sent on December 1, 
457 (Letter 156) Leo responded to the emperor, expressing his full support 
for Chalcedon and rejecting Timothy’s claims to the see of Alexandria as a 
“parricide” (implicating Timothy in the death of his predecessor Proterius) 
and usurper. In this letter the bishop of Rome promised to send the em- 
peror a more detailed statement of faith soon. 

This more detailed statement of faith was sent to Emperor Leo on Au- 
gust 17, 458 (Letter 165) — this is the letter translated below. In actuality, it 
is little more than a slight revision of the Letter to the Palestinian Monks from 
five years earlier; while additional scriptural support has been added in a 
few places, the substance is the same (as indeed the wording often is too). 
As this is his crowning Christological achievement, it has been referred to 
sometimes as the Second Tome. Unlike the original ‘Tome, which is directed 
primarily against Eutyches with anti-Nestorian concerns muted or only im- 
plicit, the Second Tome strives to articulate a balanced Christology that is ex- 
plicitly both ant-Eutychian and anti-Nestorian and affirms the two natures 
of Christ in a single person. Leo’s most mature Christological statement is a 


3 For example, Letters 102.2 and 119. 
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thoroughgoing defense of the Chalcedonian position and thus a key element 
in his efforts to persuade the emperor not to undo the work of Chalcedon. 

Leo begins the letter by spelling out the diametrically opposed errors of 
Nestorius and Eutyches: the former teaches two persons under the guise 
of two natures, whereas the latter teaches a divine nature that denies the 
reality of the human nature in Christ. Appealing to the biblical concept of 
Christ as the mediator between God and human beings (1 Timothy 2:5), 
Leo stresses that Christ’s redemptive work is possible only if there are two 
natures in one person, who is responsible for all of Christ’s actions. Indeed, 
both natures are necessary for any action of Christ, though they are not 
two principles of action. In Christ the natures are united and remain un- 
confused, and the one person performs both human and divine actions. It 
is his forceful account of the unity of the two natures in the one person of 
Christ that sets the Second Tome apart from the first. 

Leo appended to his letter a florilegium of Christological texts drawn 
from past ecclesiastical authorities (not translated here). There were thirty 
excerpts in all: from Hilary of Poitiers (5 excerpts), Athanasius (1), Am- 
brose of Milan (5), Gregory of Nazianzus (2), Basil of Caesarea (1), John 
Chrysostom (4), Theophilus of Alexandria (2), Augustine of Hippo (6), and 
Cyril of Alexandria (4). 

The translation is based on the edition of Eduard Schwartz, Concilium Uni- 
versale Chalcedonense, ACO 2.4 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1932), 113-119. Refer- 
ence has been made to the editions of Carlos da Silva Tarouca, S. Leonis Magni 
Tomus ad Flavianum Episc. Constantinopolitanum (Epistula XXVIID: additis Testi- 
monis patrum et eiusdem S. Leonis M. epistula ad Leonum I Imp. (Epistula CLXV) 
(Rome: Apud aedes Pont. Universitatis Gregorianae, 1932), 44-58, as well as 
that of Ballerini brothers in PL 54: 1155-1173. The paragraph numbering is 
taken from PL. The Second Tome is Letter 165 within Leo’s epistolary corpus. 


TRANSLATION 


To his exceedingly glorious and most serene son, Leo Augustus, from bish- 
op Leo. 

1. | remember that I promised,’ venerable Emperor, that a fuller expla- 
nation would be sent to you from my humility on the matter of the faith, 


4 Emperor Leo forwarded this letter to Timothy Aelurus, who responded to it in his Petition 
to Emperor Leo, translated in this volume on pp. 129-133. 
5 See Leo of Rome, Letter 156. 
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about which I know Your Clemency is piously solicitous. Now that an op- 
portunity has presented itself, with the Lord’s help I am fulfilling my prom- 
ise, so that you may not be without instruction, which in my opinion is 
useful for Your Piety’s holy zeal. For although I know that Your Clemency 
is not lacking education from human beings and that you have imbibed the 
purest doctrine from the abundance of the Holy Spirit, still it is my duty 
both to expound what you understand and to proclaim what you believe, 
in order that the fire which the Lord came to cast upon the earth,° sparked 
by the friction of frequent meditation, may burn so hotly that it glows and 
may be kindled so brightly that it shines. For the Eutychian heresy worked 
to cast great clouds over the eastern regions and attempted to turn the 
eyes of the untrained from that light which, as the gospel says, “shines in 
the darkness, and the darkness has not overcome it.”? And even though it 
collapsed in its own blindness, what failed in its originator is breaking out 
again among his disciples. 

2. For within a short period of time the catholic faith, which is single 
and true and to which nothing can be added and nothing subtracted, was 
attacked by two enemies. The first of them to arise was Nestorius and the 
second was Eutyches. They intended to introduce into the church of God 
two heresies that were opposed to one another. But both were deservedly 
condemned by those who proclaim the truth, because the ideas of both, 
though false in different ways, were absolutely ridiculous and sacrilegious. 

Therefore, let Nestorius be anathematized. For he believed that the 
blessed Virgin Mary was the bearer* not of God, but only of the human 
being, so that he made there be one person of the flesh and another person 
of the deity. Nor did he think that there was single Christ in the Word of 
God and the flesh. Rather, he proclaimed that one was the Son of God 
and another was the Son of Man, separate and distinct from each other. 
But the truth is that with that essence of the Word remaining immutable 
(that timeless and co-eternal essence he has together with the Father and 
the Holy Spirit) the Word became flesh within the Virgin’s womb in such 
a way that through an ineffable mystery, by one conception and one birth, 
in accordance with the true reality of both natures, the same virgin and 
handmaid? was also mother of the Lord.'° Elizabeth understood this and 


6 See Luke 12:49. 7 John 1:5. 8 In Latin, genetricem. 9 See Luke 1:38. 
10 In Latin, domini mater. The last part of this sentence is quoted by Philoxenos of Mabbug 
in his Letter to the Monks of Senoun, translated in this volume on pp. 239-265. 
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said, as the evangelist Luke relates, “Why is it granted me that the mother 
of my Lord should come to me?”" 

Let Eutyches too be struck with the same anathema. For after wallowing 
in the impious errors of the old heretics, he latched upon the third doctrine 
of Apollinarius,’ so that, having denied the true reality of the human flesh 
and soul, he asserts that the whole of our Lord Jesus Christ is of one nature, 
as if the deity of the Word turned itself into flesh and soul. And thus, to 
be conceived and to be born, to be nourished and to grow, to be crucified 
and to die, to be buried and to rise again, and to ascend into heaven and to 
be seated at the right hand of the Father, whence he shall come to judge 
the living and the dead" — all this pertained only to the divine essence. But 
the truth is that the divine essence admits none of these things into itself 
without the true reality of the flesh, since the nature of the Only-Begotten 
is the nature of the Father and the nature of the Holy Spirit, and the undi- 
vided unity and same-in-substance equality of the everlasting Trinity is not 
only impassible but at the same time immutable. Thus, if any Eutychian 
departs from the perverse views of Apollinarius in order to avoid being 
convicted of thinking that the deity is passible and mortal, and yet he still 
dares to proclaim that there is one nature of the incarnate Word, that is, 
one nature of the Word and flesh, he has crossed over unmistakably into 
the madness of Valentinus and Manichaeus, and believes that “the media- 
tor between God and human beings, the human being Jesus Christ,”" did 
everything by way of pretense, and there was in him no human body, but an 
illusory form of a body appeared to the eyes of those who saw him. 

3. Since the catholic faith long ago denounced these impious falsehoods 
and recently such blasphemous assertions were condemned by the unan- 
imous votes of the blessed fathers throughout the world, there can be no 
doubt that we ourselves should proclaim and defend that faith which the 
holy Nicene synod established, saying, “We believe in one God, Father, 
almighty, maker of things seen and unseen; and in our one Lord, Jesus 
Christ, the Son of God, begotten from the Father only-begotten, that is, 
from the substance of the Father, God from God, light from light, true 
God from true God, begotten, not made, of one substance with the Father, 
which the Greeks call homoousion, through whom all things came to be, 


tr Luke 1:43. 12 That Christ’s divinity changed into the humanity. 

13 The verbs from “to be crucified” onward are redolent of creedal affirmations found in 
the Nicene Creed that Leo cites below. 

14 1 Tim 2:5. 
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both those in heaven and those on earth, who for us and for our salvation 
came down, and became incarnate, became a human being, suffered, and 
rose again on the third day, ascended into the heavens, and is coming to 
judge the living and the dead; and in the Holy Spirit.”*5 It is quite obvious 
that this profession contains what we ourselves also confess and believe 
about the incarnation of the Lord, who in order to restore health to hu- 
mankind did not bring the true flesh of our weakness down from heaven 
with him but assumed it in the womb of his virgin mother. 

4. Therefore, those who are so blinded and estranged from the light 
of truth that they deny the true reality of the human flesh in the Word 
of God from the time of the incarnation must demonstrate by what right 
they claim the name of Christian for themselves and by what process of 
reasoning they agree with the true gospel, if flesh without deity or deity 
without flesh was produced when the blessed Virgin gave birth. For just as 
it cannot be denied, as the evangelist says, that “the Word became flesh and 


16 


dwelt among us,” so too it cannot be denied, as the blessed apostle Paul 
proclaims, that “God was in Christ reconciling the world to himself.””” 
But what reconciliation could there be with which God is appeased by hu- 
mankind unless “the mediator between God and human beings”’* should 
take up the cause of all? And in what way could he fulfill his mediation 
effectively, unless he who in the form of God is equal to the Father should 
in the form of a slave also be a sharer of what is ours,'? so that the bond 
of death caused by the transgression of one individual might be loosed by 
the death of the one individual who alone owed nothing to death? For 
the pouring out of Christ’s blood for the unrighteous was so rich in value 
that, if the whole mass of captives were to believe in their redeemer, none 
would be held in the bonds of the devil, since, as the Apostle said, “Where 
sin abounded, grace abounded all the more.”*° And since those born under 
the sentence of original sin have received the power of rebirth unto right- 
eousness, the gift of freedom has become stronger than the debt of slavery. 

5. And so, what hope do they leave themselves in the safekeeping of this 
mystery if they deny the reality of the human body in our Savior? Let them 
say by what sacrifice they have been reconciled; let them say by what blood 
they have been redeemed. Who is it who, as the Apostle said, “gave himself 


15 This is a Latin version of the creed issued at the Council of Nicaea in 325. 
16 John 1:14. 17 2 Cor 5:19. 18 1 Tim 2:5. 19 See Phil 2:6-7. 
20 Rom 5:20. 
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up for us as an oblation and sacrifice to God for an odor of sweetness?” 
Or what sacrifice was ever more sacred than that which the true and eternal 
high priest placed upon the altar of the cross by the immolation of his own 
flesh? For although the death of many saints has been precious in the sight 
of the Lord,”? yet the slaughter of none of these innocents was the redemp- 
tion of the world.*3 The righteous have received crowns, not given them. 
And the resilience of the faithful has led to examples of patience, not to 
bestowals of righteousness. After all, their individual deaths affected only 
themselves individually and none has paid the debt of another by his own 
death. For one alone stood out among the children of human beings, our 
Lord Jesus Christ, who truly was the immaculate lamb, in whom all were 
crucified, all died, all were buried, and all were even raised again. About 
all these he himself said, “When I am lifted up from the earth, I will draw 
all to myself.”*4 Indeed, true faith, which justifies the impious and makes 
them righteous, since it is drawn to the one who shares in their human- 
ity, becomes salvific in him. In him alone does a human being find himself 
innocent, having the freedom through God’s grace to boast in the power of 
him who in the humility of our flesh attacked the enemy of humankind and 
bestowed his victory upon those in whose body he triumphed. 

6. Therefore, although in the one Lord Jesus Christ, who is true Son of 
God and true Son of Man, there is a single person of Word and flesh to 
which [person] the common actions are attributed inseparably and indivis- 
ibly, nevertheless we must understand the character of these works. By con- 
sidering the matter with sincere faith we must distinguish between those 
works to which the lowliness of the flesh is elevated and those to which the 
height of the deity bends down, what it is that the flesh does not do with- 
out the Word and what it is that the Word does not accomplish without 
the flesh. For instance, without the power of the Word the Virgin would 
neither have conceived nor borne a child, and without the true reality of 
the flesh the infant would not have laid wrapped in swaddling clothes.’5 
Without the power of the Word the magi would not have adored the child 
revealed by the guiding star,*° and without the true reality of the flesh there 
would have been no command for the child to be transported into Egypt 
and removed from Herod’s persecution. Without the power of the Word 


21 Eph 5:2. 22 See Ps 115:5(116:15). 23 See Matt 2:16-18. 24 John 12:32. 
25 See Luke 2:7. 26 See Matt 2:1-10. 
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the Father’s voice sent from heaven would not have said, “This is my belov- 
ed Son with whom I am well pleased,”’’ and without the true reality of the 
flesh John would not have testified, “Behold the Lamb of God, behold him 
who takes away the sins of the world.”*® Without the power of the Word 
there would have been no restoring the sick to health and no bringing the 
dead to life, and without the true reality of the flesh there would have been 
no need for food when he was hungry nor rest when he was weary. Finally, 
without the power of the Word the Lord would not have professed him- 
self to be equal to the Father,*? and without the true reality of the flesh the 
same one would not have said that the Father was greater than him.3° For 
the catholic faith upholds both and defends both, believing in one Christ, 
the Son of the living God, both human being and Word, according to the 
confession of the blessed apostle Peter.3' And so, it is true that from the first 
moment when the Word became flesh in the womb of the Virgin no div- 
ision ever arose between the two forms, and throughout the entire course 
of his bodily growth his actions belonged to a single person the whole time. 
Yet we do not confuse those acts that were done inseparably by any mixing 
of them, but we perceive from the character of the works what pertains to 
which form. 

7. Therefore, let those hypocrites who choose not to receive the light of 
truth into their blind minds explain in which form Christ the Lord of maj- 
esty was nailed to the wood of the cross.3* Let them explain who lay in the 
tomb and which flesh both arose when the stone was rolled away from the 
grave on the third day and in which, after his resurrection, he reprimand- 
ed some of his disbelieving disciples and silenced the hesitations of these 
doubters by saying, “Handle me and see, for a ghost has not flesh and bones 
as you see that I have,”33 and to the apostle Thomas, “Put your hand in my 
side and see my hands and feet; do not be faithless but believe.”3+ By this 
showing of his own body surely he was already destroying the falsehoods of 
the heretics, so that the universal church, imbued with Christ’s teachings, 
would not have any doubt that it must believe what the apostles undertook 
to proclaim. But if in the face of so clear a light of truth heretical obduracy 
does not abandon its darkness, let them demonstrate on what basis they 


27 Matt 3:17. 28 John 1:29. 

29 The first part of this sentence is quoted and discussed by Philoxenos of Mabbug in his 
Letter to the Monks of Senoun, translated in this volume on pp. 239-265. 

30 See John 14:28. 31 See Matt 16:16. 32 See x Cor 2:8. 33 Luke 24:39. 

34 John 20:27, with additions. 
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promise themselves the hope of eternal life, which no one can attain ex- 
cept through “the mediator between God and human beings, the human 
being Jesus Christ.”35 For, as the blessed apostle Peter said, “There is no 
other name under heaven given among human beings by which we must be 
saved.”3° Nor is there any ransoming of human beings from captivity except 
in the blood of him who “gave himself as a ransom for all,”37 and “who,” as 
the blessed apostle Paul proclaimed, “though he was in the form of God, 
did not count equality with God a thing to be grasped, but emptied himself, 
taking the form of a slave, being born in human likeness. And being found 
in human condition he humbled himself and became obedient unto death, 
even death on a cross. Therefore, God exalted him and bestowed on him 
the name which is above every name, that at the name of Jesus every knee 
should bow, in heaven and on earth and under the earth, and every tongue 
confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the Father.”3* 

8. Therefore, although the Lord Jesus Christ is one and there is precisely 
one and the same person of true deity and true humanity in him, nonetheless 
we understand the exaltation, whereby “God exalted him,” as the teacher 
of the Gentiles said, “and bestowed on him the name which excels above 
every name,” to pertain to that form which needed to be enriched by the 
addition of so great a glorification. After all, in the form of God the Son was 
equal to the Father, and between Begetter and Only-Begotten there was no 
difference in essence and no diversity in majesty. And through the mystery 
of the incarnation nothing was lost to the Word that might be restored to 
him by the Father’s gift. But the form of a slave, by which the impassible 
deity fulfilled the great mystery of our religion,3? is human lowliness, which 
was lifted up to the glory of divine power. The deity and humanity were 
joined together from the very conception by the Virgin into so great a unity 
that nothing divine was done without the human being and nothing human 
without God. Accordingly, just as the Lord of majesty is said to have been 
crucified,*° so too he who from eternity is equal to God is said to have been 
exalted. For since the unity of his person remains inseparable, he is one and 
the same, both wholly Son of Man on account of the flesh and wholly Son of 
God on account of his one deity with the Father. 

Therefore, whatever Christ received in time, he received according to 
the human being, upon whom is conferred what he did not have. For in 


35 1 Timass. 36 Acts 4:12. 37 1 Tim 2:6. 38 Phil 2:6-11. 
39 See 1 Tim 3:16. 40 See 1 Cor 2:8. 


125 


PART I: THE COUNCIL OF CHALCEDON AND ITS RECEPTION 


keeping with the power of the deity, “all that the Father has”# also belongs 
to the Son without any distinction, and whatever he received from the 
Father in the form of a slave, the same he also bestowed [on himself] in the 
form of God. For according to the form of God he and the Father are 
one, whereas according to the form of the slave he came not to do his own 
will, but the will of the one who sent him.* According to the form of God, 
“as the Father has life in himself, so he has granted the Son also to have 
life in himself,”45 whereas according to the form of a slave his “soul was 
sorrowful, even to death.”*° And the selfsame, as the Apostle proclaimed, 
is both rich and poor.*’ He is rich because, as the evangelist said, “In the 
beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was 
God. He was in the beginning with God. All things were made through 
him, and without him nothing was made.”4* Yet he is poor because for our 
sake “the Word became flesh and dwelt among us.”4? But what is that emp- 
tying of himself or what is his poverty, if it is not the taking on of the slave’s 
form, wherein the majesty of the Word was veiled and the plan‘? for human 
redemption was carried out? 

g. For the original bonds of our captivity could not be loosed unless a 
human being of our kind and nature arose, who could not be detained by 
the preceding sentence for sin and who by his immaculate blood could blot 
out the decree of death against us.5' This being the case, just as had been 
divinely preordained from the beginning, so it happened in the fullness of 
the appointed time that the promise portended in so many ways came to be 
fulfilled after so long an expectation, and what had been announced contin- 
ually with unending testimonies can no longer be doubted. But the impiety 
of the heretics makes it clear that they abide in great sacrilege, since on the 
pretext of honoring the deity they deny the true reality of the human flesh 
in Christ, and they think themselves religious for believing their claim that 
what saves in our Savior is not real.5* However, since the world is recon- 
ciled to God in Christ in accordance with the promise repeated through- 
out every age, if the Word did not deign to become flesh, then no flesh can 
be saved. For the whole mystery of the Christian faith is contaminated by 
profound darkness, as the heretics wish, if the light of truth is thought to 
lie hidden under the falsehood of an illusion. 


41 John 16:15. 42 See Phil 2:6-7. 43 See John 10:30. 

44. See John 5:30; 6:38. 45 John 5:26. 46 Matt 26:38. 47 See 2 Cor 8:9. 
48 John 1:1-3. 49 John 1:14. 50 In Latin, dispensatio. 51 See Col 2:14. 
52 That is, the Savior’s body. 
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Therefore, do not let any Christian whatsoever think that the true real- 
ity of our body in Christ is a source of embarrassment to himself, because 
all the apostles, all the disciples of the apostles, and all the distinguished 
teachers of the churches, who merited to attain the glory of the crown 
of martyrdom or that of confession, radiated the splendor of this faith, 
echoing everywhere with unanimous voices that we must confess that in 
the Lord Jesus Christ there is a single person of deity and flesh. But by 
what semblance of reason, by what part of the divine books, does heretical 
impiety deem itself supported in its denial of the true reality of Christ’s 
body, when the law never ceases to testify to this, the prophets to foretell 
this, the gospels to teach this, and Christ himself to show this? Let them 
search through the whole sequence of the scriptures for a means of escap- 
ing their darkness, not a means of obscuring the true light. Then they shall 
find the truth in every age gleaming with such brightness that they will 
realize that this great and wonderful mystery that has been believed from 
the beginning has finally come to pass. Since no part of sacred literature is 
silent on this point, it is enough to have set forth certain indications of the 
unanimous truth. In this way the diligence of faith may be guided to the 
most splendid breadth [of scripture], and it may perceive by the pure light 
of understanding that the Son of God’s unceasing declaration of himself 
as Son of Man and a human being is not a source of embarrassment for 
Christians but rather a cause of glorying without end. 

10. But so that Your Piety may know that we are in harmony with the 
proclamations of the venerable fathers, I thought that some of their opin- 
ions ought to be appended to this document. If you should deign to review 
these, you shall find that we have proclaimed nothing different from what 
our holy fathers throughout the whole world have taught and that no one 
disagrees with these ideas unless they are impious heretics. Therefore, most 
glorious and venerable Emperor, now that I have gone over these matters 
as briefly as I could, you will realize that what we have said is at one with 
the faith that was also divinely inspired in you, and that we do not diverge 
in any way from the teaching of the gospels and apostles or from the creed 
of the catholic profession. For, as the blessed apostle Paul teaches, “Great 
is the mystery of our religion: he was manifested in the flesh, vindicated in 
the spirit, seen by angels, preached to the nations, believed in throughout 
the world, assumed into glory.”53 Therefore, what is more beneficial for 


53 1 Tim 3:16. 
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your salvation, what is more appropriate for your power, than for you to 
look to the peace of the Lord’s churches by your government, to defend 
God’s gifts among all who are subject to you, and not for any reason to per- 
mit the devil’s envy to prompt his ministers‘ to rage to the ruin of anyone? 
Thus will you who are celebrated in this age in temporal rule deserve to 
reign with Christ in the eternal kingdom. 


Given on the 16th of the Kalends of September, during the consulships 
of the Augusti, Leo and Majorian (August 17, 458). 


54 See Wis 2:24. 
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Introduction by Mark DelCogliano 
Translation by F: 7. Hamilton and E. W. Brooks 


INTRODUCTION 


‘Timothy Aelurus was the episcopal successor in Alexandria to the lumi- 
naries Cyril (412-444) and Dioscorus (444-451). The sobriquet “Aelurus” 
has been variously interpreted as “the Cat” or “the Weasel,” and it was 
purportedly bestowed by enemies on account of his ascetical emaciation. 
A monk in his youth, he was ordained presbyter by Cyril and was in the 
entourage of Dioscorus at the second Council of Ephesus in 449. After the 
latter’s deposition at the Council of Chalcedon in 451, Proterius, a Chalce- 
donian, was installed as bishop of Alexandria. Timothy, however, remained 
loyal to Dioscorus. When news of Emperor Marcian’s death (on Janu- 
ary 26, 457) reached Alexandria in early February, this sparked the anti- 
Chalcedonian faction to find at long last a replacement for Dioscorus. They 
chose Timothy, who was consecrated as a rival bishop on March 16, 457, 
possibly by only two bishops and thus irregularly (since three bishops were 
required for a canonical ordination as bishop). This led to an outbreak of 
violence in Alexandria, which culminated in Proterius being lynched by an 
anti-Chalcedonian mob on March 29, 457. The popular Timothy thus be- 
came the uncontested bishop of Alexandria, though not without suspicions 
of involvement in the death of his predecessor. Timothy nonetheless en- 
deared himself to the Alexandrian populace and worked tirelessly in Egypt 
along with Peter Mongus to promote miaphysite Christology, to organize 
the anti-Chalcedonian alliance, and to keep the legacy of Dioscorus alive. 
Such activities, as well as the circumstances of his accession to the episco- 
pacy of Alexandria, inevitably brought him into conflict with Chalcedoni- 
ans around the empire. In October 457 Emperor Leo consulted more than 
sixty bishops, including Leo of Rome, by means of a circular letter, asking 
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whether Chalcedon should be upheld and Timothy recognized as the legit- 
imate patriarch of Alexandria. Not one bishop supported Timothy.' 

In response to the circular letter, Leo of Rome wrote two letters to the 
emperor. The first (Letter 156) was sent on December 1, 457, and in it Leo 
expressed his full support for Chalcedon and rejected Timothy’s claims to 
the see of Alexandria as a “parricide” (implicating Timothy in the death of 
his predecessor Proterius) and a usurper. In this letter the pope also prom- 
ised to send the emperor a more detailed statement of faith soon. This 
defense of the Chalcedonian position came on August 17, 458 (Letter 165, 
also known as the Second Tome). Emperor Leo forwarded Greek transla- 
tions of both letters to Timothy, who in response wrote the petition to the 
emperor that is translated below. 

In the petition Timothy adopts the standard, obsequious tone used when 
addressing an emperor. First, he affirms his adherence to the orthodox ap- 
ostolic faith as expressed in the Nicene Creed and rejects the heretical doc- 
trines of Apollinarius and Nestorius, who are depicted as opposite extremes 
to be avoided. Timothy reports that Apollinarius taught that Christ’s body 
descended from heaven, that the Word of God was changed into flesh in 
the incarnation, and that Christ suffered in his divinity — all teachings as- 
sociated with Eutyches and his supporters, from whom Timothy is clearly 
distancing himself. All that Timothy says about Nestorius is that he divided 
Christ into two. Next, Timothy turns to Leo’s letter, which he says dis- 
pleased him because its statements accorded with the doctrine of Nestorius 
and thus did not agree with the Nicene Creed — the same reason why he 
disagrees with Chalcedon. Timothy then urges the emperor to disavow 
Leo’s letter and promote the Nicene Creed (with which, according to Tim- 
othy, Leo’s letter does not agree). The petition goes on to refute specific 
claims of Leo and the florilegium included with the letter, but this portion 
of the letter has not been preserved. 

The petition was to no avail. In 460 Emperor Leo I exiled Timothy, 
first to Gangra in Paphlagonia and then in 464/5 to Chersonesus on 
the Crimean Peninsula. Even still, Timothy remained a guiding light 
of the anti-Chalcedonian movement not only in Egypt but also else- 
where throughout the East. A key figure in the process that led to the 


1 The responses of the bishops are collected in the so-called Codex encyclius (Collectio 
Sangermanensis 5-47 [ACO 2.5: 9-98 Schwartz). 
2 Translated in this volume on pp. 117-128. 
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establishment of a Coptic church independent of the imperial Byzan- 
tine church, Timothy is also the bridge between the generation of Cyril 
and Dioscorus and the next generation of miaphysites such as Severus of 
Antioch and Philoxenos of Mabbug.} When the miaphysite Basiliscus be- 
came emperor in 475, Timothy was reinstated as patriarch of Alexandria 
and called to Constantinople where he convinced the new emperor to 
issue a decree (the Enkyklion) rejecting the Council of Chalcedon. At this 
time Timothy also secured the condemnation of the doctrine of two na- 
tures in Christ at a council in Ephesus. When Basiliscus was overthrown 
in 476, Timothy returned to Alexandria where he died in 477. 

Timothy’s Petition to Emperor Leo, originally written in Greek, is only 
preserved in the Syriac chronicle of pseudo-Zachariah Rhetor (Book 4, 
chapter 6), so attributed because it borrowed heavily from the Ecclesiasti- 
cal History of Zachariah of Mytilene (also known as Zachariah Rhetor and 
Zachariah Scholasticus). The English translation published here originally 
appeared in F. J. Hamilton and E. W. Brooks, The Syriac Chronicle known 
as that of Zachariah of Mitylene (London: Methuen & Co., 1899), 70-73. 
This translation is now in the public domain and has been adapted here 
to conform with the style guidelines followed in this volume. The transla- 
tion was based on British Museum Ms. Add. 17202. Based on this manu- 
script and others, E. W. Brooks subsequently published a Syriac edition of 
pseudo-Zachariah Rhetor, along with a Latin translation: Historia ecclesias- 
tica Zachariae Rhetori vulgo adscripta, CSCO 83-84 and 87-88, Scriptores 
Syri 38-39 and 41-42 (Louvain: Durbecq, 1919-1924). 


TRANSLATION 


O kind and indulgent emperor! Since among the wise there is nothing 
more honorable than the soul, and also we have learned to despise the 
things of the flesh, and not to lose the soul; therefore, as far as in me lies 
and with all my might, I am careful to keep my soul, lest before the time 
of judgment I may be condemned as a lover of the body, and prepare for 
myself the fire of hell. 

And I think that all who are wise concerning that which is good desire 
that nothing hateful to their brothers should ever occur. And accordingly, 


3 On Philoxenos, see the introduction to the Letter to the Monks of Senoun (Selections) in this 
volume on pp. 239-265. 
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in writing this petition I assure Your Serenity that from my youth I have 
learned the holy scriptures, and I have studied the divine mysteries con- 
tained in them. And even until now, I have ever been careful to hold the 
true faith as it was delivered to us by the apostles and by my fathers, the 
teachers. And being united to them by the grace of God our Savior, I have 
reached my present age. And I confess the one faith which our Savior and 
Creator Jesus Christ delivered when he became a human being, and sent 
out the blessed apostles, saying, “Go, teach all nations; baptizing them in 
the name of the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Spirit.”4 For the Trinity 
is perfect, equal in nature, in glory and blessedness; and there is not in it 
anything less or more. For thus also the 318 blessed fathers taught con- 
cerning the true embodiment of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ, that he 
became a human being, according to his economy, which he himself knows. 
And with them I agree and believe, as do all others who prosper in the true 
faith. For in it there is nothing difficult, neither does the definition of the 
faith which the fathers proclaimed require addition.5 

And all who hold other opinions and are corrupted by heresy are rejected 
by me. And I also myself flee from them. For this is a disease which de- 
stroys the soul, namely, the doctrine of Apollinarius, and the blasphemies of 
Nestorius, both those who hold erroneous views about the embodiment of 
Jesus Christ, who became flesh from us; and introduce into him the cleavage 
in two, and divide asunder even the economy of the only-begotten Son of 
God: and those, on the other hand, who say with respect to his body that it 
was taken from heaven, or that God the Word was changed, or that he suf- 
fered in his own nature; and who do not confess that he was united to a hu- 
man and ensouled body from us. And I say to any who have fallen into one 
or other of these heresies, “You are in grievous error, and you know not the 
scriptures.”° And with such I do not hold communion, nor do I love them 
as believers. But I am joined, and united, and truly agreeing with the faith 
which was defined at Nicaea; and it is my care to live in accordance with it. 

But when Diomedes, the distinguished silentiary,’ came to me and gave 
me the letter of the bishop of Rome,® and I studied it, and I was not pleased 


4 Matt 28:19. 

5 An appeal to canon 7 of Ephesus, translated in CEECW 3 on p. 705. The “definition of 
the faith” here refers to the Nicene Creed. 

6 Matt 22:29. 

7 Asilentiary (from the Latin sélentiarius) was a senior official of the imperial palace. 

8 Letter 165 of Leo (the Second Tome). 
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with its contents; then lest the church, O Christ-loving man, should be 
disturbed, I neither, as yet, have publicly read nor censured it. 

But I believe that God has put it into the mind of Your Serenity to set 
right the statements in this letter, which are a cause of stumbling to the be- 
lievers; for these statements are in accord, and agreement, and conjunction 
with the doctrine of Nestorius; who was condemned for cleaving asunder 
and dividing the embodiment of our Lord Jesus Christ, into two natures, 
hypostases, properties, names, and operations; who also interpreted the 
words of scripture to mean two [natures], which are not contained in the 
confession of faith of the 318. For they declared that the only-begotten 
Son of God, who is same-in-substance with the Father, came down, and be- 
came incarnate, and became a human being; and suffered, and rose again, 
and ascended to heaven; and shall come to judge the living and the dead. 
And natures, hypostases, and properties were not mentioned by them, nor 
did they divide them. But they confessed the divine and the human proper- 
ties to be of one [Christ] by the economy. Accordingly, I do not agree with 
the transactions of Chalcedon because I find in them division [of Christ] 
and cleavage of the economy. 

And now, O victorious emperor, receive me, for Iam speaking this confi- 
dently on behalf of the truth; that Your Highness may prosper as on earth, 
so also in heaven. And accept this my petition with goodwill, for in these 
letters from the West there runs confusion likely to cause stumbling; for it 
cleaves asunder the economy. And I pray that these letters may be annulled 
so that God Christ may be purely confessed by all tongues that he truly 
suffered in the flesh; while he remained without suffering in his divinity, 
which he has with the Father and the Spirit. 

And I entreat and beseech Your Honored Majesty that orders be sent to 
all people to hold the confession of the faith, as defined by our 318 fathers, 
which, in a few words, declares the truth to all the churches, and puts an 
end to every heresy and all false doctrine and causes of stumbling; and 
which itself stands in no need of correction. 

But the matters in this letter which appear to me to require correction 
are these ...° 


9 Pseudo-Zachariah Rhetor omitted Timothy’s discussion of the errors of Leo that needed 
correction. It appears from pseudo-Zachariah Rhetor’s comments that Timothy also 
refuted the patristic quotations included in the florilegium that Leo appended to his 
letter. 
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of Chalcedon 


Introduction by Mark DelCogliano and Philip Michael Forness 
Translation of part 1 by Philip Michael Forness 
Translation of parts 2 and 4 by R. Y. Ebied and L. R. Wickham 
Translation of the Chalcedonian Definition by Mark DelCogliano 
Translation of the Tome of Leo by Bradley K. Storin 


INTRODUCTION 


‘Two works against the Council of Chalcedon are attributed to Timothy 
Aelurus. The first survives fully in Armenian and as a synopsis in a Syriac 
epitome; its title in Armenian is very long, so today scholars call it Against the 
Dyophysites or On the Unity of Christ. Timothy includes over three hundred 
quotations not only from authors whose views he opposed but also from 
works cited in support of his understanding of Christology. In this work he 
also refutes the Definition of Faith promulgated by the Council of Chalce- 
don and Leo of Rome’s Tome to Flavian of Constantinople, which was endorsed 
by the Definition. The second work survives in a single Syriac manuscript, 
which dates to before 562.* It consists of four parts: (1) a section-by-section 
refutation of the Chalcedonian Definition, (2) a section-by-section refu- 
tation of the Tome of Leo, (3) a florilegium of quotations from the acts of 
Ephesus II chosen to demonstrate the bishops’ stunning change of mind at 
Chalcedon, and (4) a eulogy for Dioscorus of Alexandria along with an ex- 
hortation to persevere in the faith. While there is little doubt that Timothy 
is responsible for the individual parts of this second work, it is possible that 
the whole is a composite made up of selections of other works of Timothy. 


t Fora fuller introduction to Timothy Aelurus, see his Petition to Emperor Leo in this volume 
on pp. 129-133. 

2 British Library Add. MS 12156, fols. 39v—61r. This manuscript also contains the above- 
mentioned Syriac epitome of Against the Dyophysites. 
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That said, the four parts form a unified treatise with each part transitioning 
into the next more or less seamlessly. This second anti-Chalcedonian work 
is sometimes called Against the Definition of the Council of Chalcedon. But this 
is a misnomer, as that describes only the first part of the work. Accordingly, 
here the title Against the Council of Chalcedon is used. The first, second, and 
fourth parts of this work are translated below. In the fourth part Timothy 
indicates that he wrote at least this part of the work during his exile (Le. 
between 460 and 475). 

The first and second parts are similar, in that Timothy quotes some of 
the document he is refuting, anywhere from part of a sentence to a few 
paragraphs, and then offers his refutation. The Chalcedonian Definition is 
divided into ten sections and the Tome of Leo into twenty-eight. In the ref- 
utations Timothy criticizes whatever he can in the document: statements 
he takes to be misleading or untruthful, departures from the traditional 
faith, faulty interpretations of scripture, and above all the affirmation of 
two natures in Christ. He excoriates the bishops at Chalcedon as unprin- 
cipled opportunists because, after having rejected the Tome, lauded Dios- 
corus, and deposed a number of “Nestorian” bishops at Ephesus II — which 
‘Timothy saw as the right thing to do — just two years later they approved 
the ‘Tome, deposed Dioscorus, and promulgated the Definition (the third 
part of Against the Council of Chalcedon is devoted to demonstrating this). 

What is most striking about Timothy’s refutations is his use of quota- 
tions and florilegia. In the second part the majority of his counterargu- 
ments consist of little more than a quotation or two. In some cases Cyril 
of Alexandria is cited to explain some point, to corroborate Timothy’s own 
exposition, or to demonstrate that the Tome is opposed to Cyril’s teach- 
ing. In other cases Nestorius is cited or paraphrased to demonstrate that 
the ‘Tome agrees with his teaching. There are two refutations, however, 
that expand upon this method and provide florilegia. The tenth refuta- 
tion of the Definition includes nine extracts from the writings of Nesto- 
rius and is framed as a response to the concluding doctrinal section of the 
Definition. The twenty-seventh refutation of the Tome is a collection of 
texts assembled by Timothy to show that the teaching of one incarnate 
nature of Christ was traditional: Athanasius, Julius of Rome, and Greg- 
ory Thaumaturgus (all of these excerpts are pseudonymous and actually 
have an Apollinarian provenance); the fifth-century bishops Theodotus of 
Ancyra and Erechthius of Antioch in Pisidia (these excerpts are from the 
acts of the first Council of Ephesus in 431); and three long excerpts from 
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Dioscorus of Alexandria that are otherwise unattested. The testimonies 
cited by Timothy are for the most part taken to be self-evident and not in 
need of further exposition, especially in the two florilegia. The basic ar- 
gument that Timothy makes throughout the first and second parts is that 
the Chalcedonian Definition and the Tome of Leo are nothing more than 
regurgitations of the teaching of Nestorius and, as such, are opposed to the 
doctrine of Cyril — an irredeemable mistake in his eyes. As he argues this 
point by means of quotations and by occasional expositions and summaries 
of his own miaphysite position, Against the Council of Chalcedon provides a 
fascinating glimpse into the opposition to Chalcedon and its chief docu- 
ments in the immediate aftermath of the council. 

The translation of the first part is by Philip Michael Forness and it is 
based upon the edition of British Library Add. MS 12156, fols. 39v—42Vv, by 
Francois Nau in PO 13 (Paris: Firmin-Didot, 1919), 218-236. The trans- 
lation of the quotations of the Chalcedonian Definition in the first part is 
derived from that by Mark DelCogliano which appears elsewhere in this 
volume.} The translations of Timothy’s words in the second and fourth 
parts, based upon British Library Add. MS 12156, 42v—51r and 59v-611, 
were originally published by R. Y. Ebied and L. R. Wickham in “Timothy 
Aelurus: Against the Definition of Chalcedon,” in Carl Laga, Joseph A. 
Munitiz, and Lucas Van Rompay (eds.), After Chalcedon: Studies in Theol- 
ogy and Church History Offered to Professor Albert Van Roey for his Seventi- 
eth Birthday (Leuven: Peeters, 1985), 115-166. These translations appear 
here by permission of Peeters Publishers and Booksellers. The translation 
of the quotations of the Tome of Leo in the second part is derived from 
that by Bradley K. Storin, which appears elsewhere in this volume.+ The 
translation of italicized headers in the second part is by Philip Michael 
Forness, except for the headers introducing the patristic testimonia in the 
twenty-fifth and twenty-seventh refutations, which are the translations of 
R. Y. Ebied and L. R. Wickham. The titles given to the four parts are not 
original but have been added by the volume editor. The footnotes in the 
second and fourth parts are an expanded version of those accompanying 
the translation of R. Y. Ebied and L. R. Wickham. 


3 See pp. 112-116. This translation has been modified where the Syriac version of the 
document differs. 

4 See pp. 36-48. This translation has been modified where the Syriac version of the 
document differs. 
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TRANSLATION 
Part I: Against the Definition of the Council of Chalcedon 


Of Saint Timothy, the archbishop of Alexandria, a reproof and refutation of 
the Definition [made] in Chalcedon, in order that those who encounter it 
might know that the synod of Chalcedon commanded nothing other than 
holding onto and proclaiming the filthy teachings of Nestorius in all the 
churches of God. For so says the tome:5 


1. The holy and ecumenical synod, by God’s grace and by the de- 
cree of our pious and Christ-loving emperors, Valentinian and 
Marcian, gathered together in Chalcedon the metropolis of the 
province of Bithynia at the martyrium of the holy and glorious- 
ly triumphant martyr Euphemia, defined the statements below: 
Our Lord and Savior Christ, confirming his disciples in the know- 
ledge of the faith, said, “My peace I give to you; my peace I leave 
to you,”® so that no one would disagree with his neighbor over 
the true faith but that the proclamation of the truth would be an- 
nounced equally. 


First refutation of blessed Timothy. Vhe blessed fathers before us who were 
truly holy and held a synod for Christ by the grace of God were the true 
shepherds of Christ’s sheep. When those who are truly the disciples of 
Christ drove out heresies, they gave the peace of Christ to the churches. 
All people know that you have not confirmed the faith of our Lord but 
have rather driven from the churches that one who gave the peace. From 
the time that you gathered, peace has gone far away, and all people disagree 
with each other in regard to the teaching of the faith. The whole earth has 
become filled with anathemas! 


What Follows in the Definition 


2. But since the wicked one never stops sprouting up next to the 
seeds of piety with his own weeds and is always concocting some 


5 By “tome” here Timothy means the Definition of Chalcedon. The Syriac version of the 
Definition as cited by Timothy is substantially the same as the Greek, but there are a 
number of minor variations. The translation here is derived from the one that appears 
elsewhere in this volume but has been modified when the Syriac text significantly diverges 
from the Greek. 

6 John 14:27. 
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novelty against the truth, for this reason our Lord in an act of his 
usual care for the human race roused this pious and faithful em- 
peror to zeal and summoned to himself the primary holders of the 
priesthood from everywhere ... 


Second refutation. Here they are perversely insinuating that the blessed Em- 
peror Theodosius did not think in an orthodox manner and that he did not 
have zeal for piety and faith. Yet if the blessed emperors before Marcian 
were not faithful and zealous for the faith, then Nestorius and those who 
thought as he did have been rejected in vain. But through that which they 
actually taught afterwards, it is possible for you to recognize that they did 
not agree with the faith of the holy fathers and the orthodox emperors. 


What Follows in the Definition 


3. ... in order that, by the working of the grace of the Master of us 
all, we may sift out all of falsehood’s contaminants from Christ’s 
sheep and feed and fatten them on truth’s meadows. This very 
thing we are doing by expelling the doctrines of error by a com- 
mon resolution ... 


Third refutation. Look! From that time until now, it has been falsehood 
and not the faith that has prevailed upon the earth, and there has been “a 
famine of hearing the word of the Lord.”’ For continuous wars have arisen 
against the sheep of Christ through your hands, because [those sheep] re- 
sist being taught something more than or less than the teaching of the 
holy fathers. But it was not only that you have not driven out the heresy 
of the Phantasiasts,* but you have even increased it and you have become 
the instigators of divisions and disturbances for the churches everywhere. 
“If we are silent, the stones will cry out.” For “a prophet shall be known,” 
scripture says, “when his word has happened.”?° Our Lord also said, “Every 
tree is known by its fruit,”"" and “by their fruits you shall recognize them. 
You have preached, saying, “Peace, peace! And where is the peace?”"} For 


12 


peace has not been given through your mouth. 


7 See Amos 8:11. 
8 A designation used by Timothy to refer to the followers of Eutyches, which refers to the 
belief that Christ’s incarnation was an illusion, or phantasia. 
9 See Luke 19:40. 10 See Jer 28:9. tr Matt 7:16; Luke 6:44. 
12 Matt 7:20. 13 See Jer 6:14. 
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From the Same Definition 
4. ... by having renewed again the unerring faith of the fathers ... 


Fourth refutation. If the faith of the holy ones becomes antiquated with 
time or grows old, it would be necessary that this [faith] be renewed and 
changed at all times. But if it does not become antiquated, it does not need 
to be renewed at times, since it has been placed upon an unmovable foun- 
dation, that is, upon Christ, and “the gates of Sheol will not overcome 
it.”"* How are you renewing that which has always been as it is and does 
not deign to endure “the shadow of changes”?'s Therefore, you have been 
found out, since you want to introduce into it something more or some- 
thing less through your teaching, but not in accordance with Christ. 


What Follows in the Definition 


5.... by having proclaimed to all the faith of the 318, and by hav- 
ing claimed as our own our fathers who accepted this formula of 
faith, that is, the 150 who convened afterwards at the great city of 
Constantinople and themselves set their seal on the same faith. 
We sanction the ordinances and also keep all the decisions about 
the faith made by the holy synod that happened long ago at Ephe- 
sus, whose leaders were the worthy of holy memory Celestine 
of Rome and Cyril of Alexandria, that first of all the formula of 
the correct and blameless faith given by the 318 holy fathers who 
gathered at Nicaea in the days of Constantine worthy of pious 
memory should shine the brightest, and we adhere to the deci- 
sions of the 150 holy fathers who gathered at Constantinople for 
the destruction of the heresies arising at that time and for the con- 
firmation of our catholic and apostolic faith. After they read the for- 
mula of the 318 and of the 150, they spoke in this way:"® So then, this 
wise and saving formula of grace sufficed for perfect knowledge 
and confirmation of piety. 


Fifth refutation. As for those who profess to preserve that which was de- 
creed at Ephesus in the deposition of Nestorius, where they also decreed 
that no one would seek, proclaim, or teach anything more apart from the 


14 Matt 16:18. 1§ Jas 1:17. 
16 With this rubric Timothy indicates that he is omitting the citation of the Nicene and 
Nicene-Constantinopolitan Creeds in the Chalcedonian Definition. 
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faith of the 3187 — how are they now attempting to teach publicly with a 
confession of faith? For if, as they define it, the faith of the holy fathers 
suffices for orthodox teaching, what need was there for them to introduce 
the two natures to Christ and set them in the Definition of Faith, when the 
holy fathers at Ephesus anathematized those who dare such things? 


From the Definition 


6. For the teaching about the Father and the Son and the Holy 
Spirit is perfect, and it communicates our Lord’s humanification 
to those who accept it faithfully. But since those daring to annul 
the proclamation of the truth by their own heresies have given 
birth to novelties, some by having dared to corrupt the mystery of 
our Lord’s economy on our behalf and denying to the Virgin the 
term “Theotokos” ... 


Sixth refutation. When the blessed Paul said, “There is one Lord, one faith, 
one baptism,”'* of what Lord was the humanification being taught apart 
from that one who above was called the Son of the Father? Which Lord 
have you named to us in addition to the number of the holy and same-in- 
substance ‘Trinity? For you have only spoken the word and the appellation 
“Theotokos” now in order to trick many, but it was not in truth. For, look! 
After you mentioned the Theotokos Mary, you did not speak of the Theo- 
tokos anywhere in what follows. 


From the Definition 


7.... and some by introducing confusion and mixture, mindlessly 
imagining that there is one nature of the flesh and the divinity, and 
unfurling the fabulous theory that because of the confusion the 
divine nature of the Only-Begotten is passible. Accordingly, this 
holy, great, and ecumenical synod, intending to close off every ma- 
chination against the truth and teaching what has been permanent 
in the proclamation from the beginning, has decreed above all that 
the faith of the 318 holy fathers is to remain inviolate. And not 
only, because of those who fight against the Holy Spirit, does it 
confirm the teaching about the substance of the Holy Spirit that 


17 An allusion to canon 7 of Ephesus I, translated in CEECW 3 on p. 705. 
18 Eph 4:5. 
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was handed down some time later by the 150 fathers who con- 
vened at Constantinople — which teaching they communicated to 
everyone, not as if they were introducing something omitted by 
what came before, but in order to clarify by written testimonies 
their notion of the Holy Spirit against those who were attempting 
to annul his sovereignty — but also, because of those who are at- 
tempting to corrupt the mystery of his economy and shamelessly 
utter the nonsense that the one born from the holy Virgin Mary 
was a mere human being, it has accepted as in harmony [with these 
symbols] the synodical letters of the blessed Cyril, once the pas- 
tor of the church of Alexandria, to Nestorius and to those of the 
East,’? as a refutation of the derangement of Nestorius and as an 
explanation for those who because of their pious zeal desire an 
understanding of the saving symbol of faith. 


Seventh refutation. Since you have now decreed the faith of the holy ones 
which came first and also named with them the synod of the 150, why have 
you not now named the holy synod in Ephesus which deposed Nestorius, 
but you have rather in addition to these [symbols] named certain synodical 
letters so that it might be possible for you to adjoin to them a writing of 
rebellion, namely, the letter of Leo which is rightly named a Tome, for it 
has divided the church against itself.*° 


What Follows in the Definition 


8. To these letters it has rightly added, for the confirmation of the 
correct doctrines, the letter of the holy and blessed archbishop 
Leo, bishop of great and Elder Rome, written to archbishop Flavi- 
an among the saints to destroy the malice of Eutyches,”' inasmuch 
as it agrees with the great Peter’s confession and is a universal pil- 
lar against those with wicked opinions. It is rightly suited for the 
confirmation of right doctrines. For it** is arrayed against those 
who attempt to tear apart the mystery of the economy into a dual- 
ity of sons, expels from the assembly of the priests those who dare 
to claim that the divinity of the Only-Begotten is passible, stands 


19 Cyril’s Second Letter to Nestorius and Letter of Reunion to John of Antioch. 

20 The Greek word tomos (“tome”) is related to the verb temnein, meaning “to cut” or “to 
divide.” 

21 The Tome of Leo. 22 That is, the synod. 
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opposed to those who concoct a mixture or confusion in the case 
of the two natures of Christ, banishes those who as if in a delirium 
babble that the form of a slave which he assumed from us is heav- 
enly or of some other substance ... 


Eighth refutation. The audacity of the words of this Definition set down 
above is both worthy of wonder and marvel. As for those who previously de- 
posed Flavian as one speaking of two natures at Ephesus,”} and also rejected 
the letter of Leo as something that contains the teaching of Nestorius and 
decided that speaking of two natures in one Christ was the root and foun- 
dation of the heresy of Nestorius — how do they now have the audacity to 
teach in the Definition of Faith that they affirm speaking of two natures for 
the one Lord and define as good the letter which was composed in such an 
evil manner? They name among the saints the deceased Flavian, whom they 
rejected while he was living and whom they loathed as a heretic. Or did they 
previously commit an error by deposing him and those of the East, falling 
under ecclesiastical law? Or [did they act] wickedly at Chalcedon when they 
received this one and those who had been deposed with him, for which they 
truly are then under divine law, as they did not obey God but people? 


From the Definition 


g. ... and anathematizes those who make up a story of two natures 
of the Lord before the union but imagine one after the union. 


Ninth refutation. No person who has a heart that is sound in the faith has 
taught or believed either two natures before the union or after the union, 
for when the Word of God the Father without flesh was conceived in the 
womb of the holy Virgin, at that time he also received a body from the flesh 
of the holy Virgin, in a manner that he alone knows. Since he remained 
unchangeable and immutable as God, he is also one with his own flesh. For 
his flesh did not have a hypostasis or being before the conception of God 
the Word, since the nature was also named alone and by itself, for the na- 
ture is not without the hypostasis nor the hypostasis without the person. If 
there are two natures, there are also by all means two persons, and if there 
are two persons, there are also two Christs, as the new teachers proclaim. 


23 Flavian, bishop of Constantinople (446-449), was deposed at the second Council of 
Ephesus in 449. 


142 


Timothy Aelurus, Against the Council of Chalcedon 


What Follows in the Definition 


10. Following, then, the holy fathers, all of us in unison teach 
the confession of one and the same Son, our Lord Jesus Christ; 
the same one complete in divinity and the same one complete 
in humanity; the same one truly God and truly a human being 
consisting of a rational soul and a body; same-in-substance with 
the Father according to his divinity and the same one same-in- 
substance with us according to his humanity, like us in every respect 
except for sin, begotten before the ages from the Father according 
to his divinity and in the last days the same one for us and for our 
salvation begotten from the Virgin Mary the Theotokos according 
to humanity; one and the same Christ, Son, Lord, Only-Begotten, 
acknowledged in two natures unconfusedly, unchangeably, undi- 
videdly, inseparably, the difference between the natures being in 
no way destroyed because of the union but instead the distinctive 
feature of each nature being preserved and coming together into 
one person and one hypostasis; not separated or divided into two 
persons but one and the same Son, Only-Begotten, God, Word, 
Lord Jesus Christ, just as the prophets from the beginning and 
Jesus Christ himself taught us about him and the formula of the 
faith of the fathers handed it down to us. Now that these things 
have been formulated by us with all possible accuracy and dili- 
gence, the holy and ecumenical synod has decreed that no one is 
permitted to produce or write down or compose a different faith, 
or to uphold or teach differently. As for those who dare either to 
compose a different faith, or to bring forward or teach or hand 
down a different formula of faith for those who want to convert to 
knowledge of the truth from Hellenism, or from Judaism, or from 
any heresy whatsoever, the synod has decreed that these people, if 
they are bishops or clerics, are strangers, the bishops to the epis- 
copacy and the clerics to the clergy, and if they are monks or lay- 
people, they are anathematized.*4 It is finished. 


24 This final paragraph echoes canon 7 of Ephesus I, translated in CEECW 3 on p. 705. 
25 This is a rubric indicating that the end of the Definition has been reached. 
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the truth, for he speaks in this way in the book of his teachings.’° 


Of Nestorius, from the Sixteenth Quaternion*7 


If you were to mine the entire New [Testament] altogether, you 
would not find anywhere that death is ascribed to God, but rather 
either to Christ, to the Son, or to the Lord. For the name of 
Christ, Son, and Lord, which are taken from the scriptures as 
relating to the Only-Begotten, is indicative of two natures. Some- 
times it indicates the divinity, sometimes the humanity, and some- 
times both.** 


Of the Same, from the Seventeenth Quaternion 


When then the divine scripture is about to speak either of the 
birth of Christ from the Virgin Mary or the death, nowhere does 
it set down “God” but rather either “Christ,” “Son,” or “Lord,” for 
these are the three that are indicative of the two natures, some- 
times of this one, sometimes of both together, just as I have been 
saying. When the scripture tells about the birth from the Virgin, 
what does it say? “God sent his Son.”?? It did not say, “God sent 
God the Word,” but rather took a name that indicates two natures. 
For since the Son is a human being and God, it said, “God sent his 
Son, and he came from a woman,”3° so that when you have heard 
“he came from a woman” and seen with this the name that was set 
down to indicate two natures, you will say that the birth from the 


26 After this response, a series of quotations from Nestorius follow, many of which are 


also quoted in Timothy’s Against the Dyophysites: see Eduard Schwartz, Codex Vaticanus 
gr. 1431, eine antichalkedonische Sammlung aus der Zeit Kaiser Zenos, ABAW.PPH 32.6 
(Munich: Verlag der Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1927), 123. 


27 The Syriac simply has “quire,” while the corresponding Greek excerpt from Acts of the 


28 


Council of Ephesus has tetras, which is usually translated as “quaternion,” that is, a quire 
with four folded sheets forming sixteen pages. Some ancient texts refer to Nestorius’s 
works according to the quaternion number. 

Nestorius, Sermon 10 (Nestoriana: 269, 14-20 Loofs) = Acts of the Council of Ephesus, 
session 1, section 60.23 (ACO 1.1.2: 51, 18-22 Schwartz), translated in CEECW 3 on 
pp- 692-693. The first three excerpts from Nestorius’s writings are identical with three 
in a collection of his excerpts that the acts of Ephesus depict as being presented at the 
first session: see Acts of the Council of Ephesus, session 1, section 60, translated in CEECW 


3 on pp. 684-693. 


29 Gal 4:4. 30 Gal 4:4. 
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blessed Virgin is the Son’s, for Mary the Christotokos indeed gave 
birth to the Son of God. But since the Son of God was twofold in 
natures, she did not bear the Son of God but rather she bore the 
humanity which is the Son because of the Son who is conjoined 
with it.3" 


And After Other Matters 


But even though he was the Son and was called such before this, 
after the assumption of the flesh it is not possible for the Son to be 
called the Son separately so that we do not teach two sons. Rather, 
since he was conjoined to that one who from the beginning is the 
Son, inasmuch as he was conjoined to him, it is not possible for 
him to accept a division in the dignity of sonship. I have spoken 
of “in the dignity of sonship” not “in the natures.” For this reason, 
God the Word is also named Christ because he has a conjunction 
with Christ continuously. 


Of the Same? 


For if it was not the human nature but rather God the Word who 
was born from her, as they are saying, the one who gave birth was 
then not the mother of the one who was born. How would she 
be the mother of the one who was foreign to her nature? But if 
they name her as the mother, that one was born in regard to the 
humanity and not in regard to the divinity. For every mother gives 
birth to children of her nature. Then, either she is not a mother 
because she did not give birth to one who is same-in-substance 
with her, or being called a mother by them, she gave birth to that 
one whose nature is like hers. 


31 Nestorius, Sermon to (Nestoriana: 273, 18-274, 17 Loofs) = Acts of the Council of Ephesus, 
session 1, section 60.1 (ACO 1.1.2: 45, 10-21 Schwartz). 

32 Nestorius, Sermon to (Nestoriana: 275, 3-11 Loofs) = Acts of the Council of Ephesus, session 
1, section 60.9 (ACO 1.1.2: 48, q-10 Schwartz). 

33 The remaining quotations from Nestorius seem to derive entirely from Cyril of 
Alexandria’s treatise Against Nestorius. But it seems possible that Timothy used a 
collection of the quotations excerpted from Against Nestorius, similar to the one 
preserved in Acts of the Council of Ephesus and entitled Chapters of Nestorius Excerpted by 
Cyril (ACO 1.1.6: 3-13 Schwartz). 

34. Nestorius, Sermon 8 (Nestoriana: 245, 20-27 Loofs) = Cyril of Alexandria, Against 
Nestorius 1.9 (ACO 1.1.6: 31, 8-13 Schwartz) = Chapters of Nestorius Excerpted by Cyril 1.9 
(ACO 1.1.6: 5, 26-31 Schwartz). 
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Of the Same 


I say this again: that one who is same-in-substance with us was 
sent and anointed, proclaiming deliverance to the captives and 
sight to the blind.35 


And Then 


‘This one who in the flesh is of the same kind of Israel, who is human 
through his appearance, who according to the word of Paul was born 
from the seed of David,° is God almighty through the conjunction.37 


And Then 


What then? Are you going to proffer an interpretation against 
Paul by mixing the impassible God the Word with an earthly body 
and making the chief priest passible?3* 


And Then 


You remind me in all ways also of those things that I said to you 
many times, when I was distinguishing the dual natures for our 
Lord Christ. While they are dual in nature, they are one in dignity. 
The dominion of the natures is one because of the conjunction. 
While the natures continuously remain in their order, the dignity 
is conjoined with the one dominion, as I have said.39 


Of the Same 


I have said already many times that if among you there is some- 
one who is simple, if he rejoices with the other things in the word 


35 Nestorius, Sermon 5 (Nestoriana: 235, 1-3 Loofs) = Cyril of Alexandria, Against Nestorius 
3.3 (ACO 1.1.6: 65, 11-13 Schwartz) = Chapters of Nestorius Excerpted by Cyril 3.3 (ACO 
1.1.6: 9, 7-8 Schwartz). Here the parallel with the passage as found in Against Nestorius is 
stronger, as the introductory phrase “I say this again” only appears in this work. 

36 Rom 1:3. 

37 Nestorius, Sermon 8 (Nestoriana: 248, 7-10 Loofs) = Cyril of Alexandria, Against Nestorius 
2.14 and 3.4 (ACO 1.1.6: 52, 22-24 and 69, 7-9 Schwartz) = Chapters of Nestorius 
Excerpted by Cyril 2.14 (ACO 1.1.6: 8, 11-13 Schwartz). 

38 Nestorius, Sermon 5 (Nestoriana: 236, 12-14 Loofs) = Cyril of Alexandria, Against 
Nestorius 3.4 (ACO 1.1.6: 71, 6-7 Schwartz) = Chapters of Nestorius Excerpted by Cyril 3.4 
(ACO 1.1.6: 9, 24-25 Schwartz). 

39 Nestorius, Fragment 4a (Nestoriana: 354, 12-18 Loofs) = Cyril of Alexandria, Against 
Nestorius 3.6 (ACO 1.1.6: 72, 34-38 Schwartz) = Chapters of Nestorius Excerpted by Cyril 
3.6 (ACO 1.1.6: 9, 30-10, 2 Schwartz). 
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“Theotokos,” I am not envious of this word. Only do not let him 
make the Virgin a divinity!#° 


From the Refutation® 


In all these [texts] and many others in addition to these, Nestorius the 
heresiarch has revealed the wickedness of the cunning of his disciples. 
Since he adjoined the birth from the holy Virgin and the life-giving 
death on our behalf to someone else apart from the only-begotten Word 
of God who was completely human but not God, having thought of 
speaking of the two sons, he made as the root and beginning of his 
teaching that the two natures be attributed to Christ. If we would ac- 
cept that, not only is the apostolic proclamation vain, but our faith is 
also vain, according to the word of the Apostle.* I leave it to those who 
hear to judge whether they are not exactly the same as those who now 
vomit forth the [teachings] of Nestorius and have placed these things in 
the Definition of Faith. For our holy fathers, who were the teachers of 
the church, anathematized them. For Felix, who is worthy of memory 
among the saints, was the teacher of the church of the Romans, and 
closing off every contrivance of those who divided our one Lord Jesus 
Christ into two natures, he spoke in this way, “Concerning the incar- 
nation of the Word and the faith, we believe in our Lord Jesus Christ 
who was born from the Virgin Mary, who is eternal, the Son of God 
and the Word, and was not a human being who was assumed by God 
to be another apart from him. For the Son of God did not assume the 
human being so that there would be another apart from him, but he was 
rather completely God and at the same time completely human, hav- 
ing received a body from the Virgin.”4+ But there are also many other 


40 Nestorius, Fragment 3 (Nestoriana: 353, 17-20 Loofs) = Cyril of Alexandria, Against 
Nestorius 1.10 (ACO 1.1.6: 31, 32-34 Schwartz) = Chapters of Nestorius Excerpted by Cyril 
1.10 (ACO 1.1.6: 5, 32-34 Schwartz). 

41 That is, from Timothy’s refutation. 

42 See 1 Cor 15:14. 

43 Bishop of Rome (269-274). 

44. This passage is not from Felix but probably from an otherwise lost Apollinarian writing. 
See Apollinarius of Laodicea, Fragment 186 (Apollinaris: 318, 17-24 Lietzmann) = Acts of 
the Council of Ephesus, session 1, section 54.8 (ACO 1.1.2: 41, 9-13 Schwartz). In the fifth 
century several Apollinarian writings circulated pseudonymously under the names of 
Felix and other prominent churchmen. 
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testimonies of the holy bishops which I have not written down since I 
am rushing. 


Ended is the Definition of the Synod of Chalcedon 
Part II: Against the Tome of Leo 


The letter of Leo bishop of Rome, written to Flavian bishop of Constan- 
tinople, and refutations of the blasphemies therein uttered. 


1. Leo to our dear brother and fellow-minister Flavian. [1]#7 Now 
that we’ve read Your Affection’s letter (the tardiness of which 
caused us surprise) and reviewed the record of the proceedings of 
the bishops, we’ve finally learned what the scandal was that arose in 
your part of the world against the soundness of the faith, and what 
initially seemed obscure has now been exposed and revealed to us. 
In your letter, Eutyches, who seemed to be honorable because of 
the name of presbyter, is shown to be terribly ignorant and quite 
unskilled, so that what the prophet said is true in his case too: “He 
refused to think how he might do the right thing; in his bed, he 
mulled over wickedness.”4° But what is more wicked than to enter- 
tain impieties and not to yield to wiser and more learned people? 


First refutation. So since you too are proved by the subsequent passages to 
be thinking and teaching impiously, this lack of consideration really comes 
as testimony against yourself. For you hear the Lord: “The blind cannot 
lead the blind.”47 Blessed Paul too exclaims to you: “You who teach others, 
do you not teach yourself?”4* For attend to this: anybody who dissents 
from the teaching of the doctors of the church who were before him, but 
instead spews out the dogmas of heretics in his teaching, though he were 
thought to be an apostle, though an angel from heaven even, such an one is 
anathematized by blessed Paul.+? 


The Rest of Leo’s Tome 


2. This, however, is just the kind of ignorance that people fall into 
when they, prevented from knowing the truth by some obscure 
point, have recourse not to the words of the prophets, not to the 
letters of the apostles, nor to the authority of the gospels, but to 


45 The numbers in square brackets are the section numbers of Leo’s Tome. 
46 Ps 35(36):4-5. 47 Luke 6:39. 48 Rom 2:21. 49 See Gal 1:8. 
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themselves — and therefore they become teachers of error because 
they were not disciples of truth. For what instruction from the 
sacred pages of the New and Old ‘Testaments did he procure, he 
who does not even understand the very beginning of the creed? 
Indeed, that which is uttered the whole world over by the voice of 
everyone who is soon to be born again is still not understood in 
this old man’s heart. [2] Even if, therefore, he was ignorant of what 
he should think about the incarnation of the Word of God, and 
was unwilling to labor in the whole breadth of the holy scriptures 
in order to acquire the light of understanding, at least he could 
have received with careful attention that shared and undivided 
confession by which the whole body of the faithful professes that 
they believe “in God the Father almighty, and in Christ Jesus his 
only Son, our Lord, who was born of the Holy Spirit and the Vir- 
gin Mary.”s° These three statements destroy the contrivances of 
nearly all heretics. For when God is believed to be both almighty 
and Father, then the Son is shown to be co-everlasting with him, 
differing in no respect from the Father, because he is born God 
from God, almighty from almighty, co-eternal from eternal, not 
later in time, not lesser in power, not different in glory, not divid- 
ed in essence. And in fact, the same everlasting Only-Begotten of 
the everlasting parent was “born of the Holy Spirit and the Virgin 
Mary.” This temporal birth neither took anything away from, nor 
conferred anything more upon, that divine and everlasting birth, 
but its whole purpose was to restore the human being who had 
been deceived, so that it might conquer death and by its pow- 
er “destroy him who has dominion over death, the devil.”5' For 
we could not have overcome the author of sin and death unless 
he whom sin could not defile nor death detain had taken on our 
nature and made it his own. He was, for a fact, conceived of the 
Holy Spirit within the womb of his virgin mother, who gave birth 
to him with her virginity intact in the same manner that she con- 
ceived him with her virginity intact. 


Second refutation. You have admirably expressed here the mystery of the 
Only-Begotten’s incarnate dispensation and considered the honor of the 
divine transcendence of him who was born of the Virgin. Hence you are 


50 Leo here cites the first three clauses of the Roman Creed. 51 Heb 2:14. 
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recognized to be one whom it ill befits to destroy by your subsequent 
words what you have affirmed. For you are proved to have done one of two 
things: either by your subsequent words you are destroying the previous 
or you have not employed these even with a sound understanding but for 
the deception of the simple. It will be found that the first is a mark of “ig- 
norance” and “lack of consideration” and the second is caused by cunning 
and bad faith as well. For as the apostle James says, “a fountain cannot gush 
sweet and bitter from the same stream.”> 


What Follows in the Tome 


3. But if [Eutyches] was unable to derive a sound understanding of 
this from the purest font of Christian faith because he had dark- 
ened the splendor of a truth so obvious with a blindness peculiar 
to himself, he might have deferred to the teaching of the gos- 
pels. And after Matthew said, “The book of the generation of Je- 
sus Christ, son of David, son of Abraham,”53 he might have also 
sought out instruction from the Apostle’s preaching. And after 
reading in the letter to the Romans, “Paul, a slave of Christ Jesus, 
called to be an apostle, set apart for the gospel of God, which he 
proclaimed earlier through his prophets in the sacred scriptures, 
the gospel concerning his Son, who was made to him of David’s 
seed according to the flesh,”5+ he might have brought a pious so- 
licitude to the pages of the prophets. And after discovering God’s 
promise to Abraham, which says, “In your seed all nations will be 
blessed ... "55 


Third refutation. By our blessed father and archbishop Cyril, from the dis- 
course Christ is God, a text explaining “of David’s seed”: 


So if the proclamation concerning Christ is the gospel of God, 
how can Christ fail to be God? And if the whole goal of prophecy 
has him in view, if the scriptures proclaim him who is of David’s 
seed God’s son (even if he is said to have been “ordained” God’s 
son in “the spirit of holiness”s* because of the mystery of the in- 
carnation) how could he fail to be attested as truly son “as a result 


52 See Jas 3:11. 53 Matt r:r. 54 Rom 1:1-3. 55 Gen 22:18. 
56 See Rom 1:4. 
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of resurrection from the dead”?s’ For he rose, not as a mere man5* 
like us but as transcending death because he is Life and God.5? 


What Follows in the Tome 


4. ... lest he express doubt about the peculiar quality of this seed, 
he might have followed the Apostle, who says, “Che promises 
were spoken to Abraham and to his seed. It does not say, ‘And to 
his seeds,’ as if referring to many, but as if referring to one, ‘And to 
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your seed,’ which is Christ. 


Fourth refutation. By the same Cyril, from the book called Thesaurus, again 
explaining this: 


The scripture, foreknowing that God would justify the Gentiles 
by faith, promised Abraham beforehand that “in thee shall all the 
Gentiles be blessed”” etc. If God is said to justify the Gentiles 
and Christ is the one who does this and “takes away the sin of the 
world,” according to John’s words,” then the son is God and true 
God. For the Jews, though evil, only spoke the truth that “no one 
can forgive sins save God alone.”® 


What Follows in the Tome 


5. And he might also have apprehended with his interior attention 
the prediction of Isaiah, who says, “Behold! A virgin will receive 
in her womb and give birth to a son, and they will call his name 
Emmanuel, which is translated as ‘God with us.’”* And he might 
have faithfully read the words of the same prophet, “A child is 
born to us, a son is given to us; dominion will rest upon his shoul- 
ders, and they will call his name Messenger of the Great Counsel, 
Mighty God, Prince of Peace, Father of the Future Age.”® Nor 
should he have spoken so deceptively as to affirm that “the Word 


57 See Rom 1:4. 

58 Throughout their translation Ebied and Wickham use “man” and “manhood” instead of 
the more correct “human being” and “humanity” — Ed. 

59 Cyril of Alexandria, On the Orthodox Faith to the Princesses 22 (ACO 1.1.5: 71, 2-7 
Schwartz). 

60 Gal 3:16. 61 See Gen 12:3. 62 John 1:29. 

63 See Luke 5:21. Cyril of Alexandria, Thesaurus XXXII (PG 75: 472d Aubert). 

64 Matt 1:23, quoting Isa 7:14. 65 Isa 9:5. 
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became flesh”® in such a way that Christ, born of the Virgin’s 
womb, would have the form of a human being but not have the 
actual reality of his mother’s body. 


Fifth refutation. Again from the same Cyril’s Christ is God, explaining how 
this is to be understood: 


If the Word became flesh, i.e. shared blood and flesh like us and 
received from Abraham’s seed so as fully to resemble his brethren, 
how can anyone be in doubt over the fact that the Word remained 
even on becoming flesh? For the Word’s nature is immutable. And if 
he is called our brother, how does he have the glory of being Only- 
Begotten? Therefore, though he was made flesh, he did not become 
less than he was, but he is “first-born” in view of his humanity.” 


What Follows in the Tome 


6. Or perhaps the reason he thought that our Lord Jesus Christ 
does not have our nature is that the angel sent to the blessed Mary 
said, “The Holy Spirit will come upon you and the power of the 
Most High will overshadow you, and therefore what is born of you 
will be called holy, the Son of God,”® as if, because the Virgin’s 
conception was a divine work, the flesh of the one conceived did 
not come from the nature of the one who conceived him? But 
that singularly miraculous and miraculously singular generation 
ought not be understood in such a way that the peculiar quality of 
his kind is removed by the novel mode of his creation. The Holy 
Spirit bestowed fertility upon the Virgin, yet the actual reality of 
his body was assumed from her body, and with “Wisdom erecting 
a house for her,”®? “the Word became flesh and dwelt among us,”7° 
that is, in that flesh which he assumed from the human being and 
which he enlivened with the breath of rational life. [3] Thus, while 
the peculiar quality of both natures is preserved and both come to- 
gether into a single person and one hypostasis,”' lowliness is taken 
on by majesty, infirmity by power, mortality by eternity ... 

66 John 1:14. 

67 Cyril of Alexandria, On the Orthodox Faith to the Princesses 182 (ACO 1.1.5: 109, 12-17 

Schwartz). 
68 Luke 1:35. 69 Prov 9:1. 70 John 1:4. 


71 This addition, no doubt erroneous, of “and one hypostasis” makes the passage precisely 
resemble the Definition of the Council of Chalcedon. 
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Sixth refutation. Be careful, then, reader! For here he embarks upon Nesto- 
rius’s doctrines, taking as his excuse those who do not confess that God’s 
Word was truly embodied from the flesh of the Virgin, people whom our 
fathers and we have both anathematized. Nestorius says similar things and 
that is why he was publicly deposed. For he said: 


Attend to what the evangelist says, “the Word became flesh and 
dwelt amongst us”” i.e. he wore our nature and dwelt among us.” 


And again he says: 


For the authority of the natures is single in virtue of the conjunction, 
the natures remaining constantly in their own status but the dignity 
being united to form a single authority, as I have previously said.” 


And again: 
For the same was both the baby and the baby’s indweller.75 
And again: 


For although he was crucified from weakness, how, O heretic, did 
God the Word become weak?”® 


What Follows in the Tome 


7. ... and, in order to settle the debt owed by our situation, the 
inviolable nature is united to the passible nature so that, as is ap- 
propriate for our healing, one and the same “mediator between 
God and the human being, the human being Christ Jesus”’” can 
be capable of dying in virtue of the one [element] and not capable 
of dying in virtue of the other. 


72 John 1:14. 

73 This quotation seems to be a paraphrase of Nestorius, Fragment 14 (Nestoriana: 287, 
17-19 Loofs) = Acts of the Council of Ephesus, session 1, section 60.4 (ACO 1.1.2: 46, 
30-31 Schwartz), translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 685-687, and Nestorius, Sermon 9 
(Nestoriana: 262, 3 Loofs) = Cyril, Chapters of Nestorius Excerpted by Cyril 2.12 (ACO 
1.1.6: 8, 5 Schwartz) = Acts of the Council of Ephesus, session 1, section 60.8 (ACO 1.1.2: 
47, 26 Schwartz) and section 60.15 (ACO 1.1.2: 49, ro Schwartz), translated in CEECW 
3 on p. 688 and pp. 689-690. 

74 Unidentified source. 

75 Nestorius, Fragment 15 (Nestoriana: 292, 5-6 Loofs) = Acts of the Council of Ephesus, 
session I, section 60.12 (ACO 1.1.2: 48, 23-24 Schwartz), translated in CEECW 3 on 
p- 689. 

76 Unidentified source. 77 1 Tim ass. 
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Seventh refutation. Notice how again he teaches similar things to Nestorius 
when he says he can die in one person and not expire in one, calling the 
mortal and the immortal two different things. But if (as he said before) 
he who was incarnate of Mary the Mother of God is the Father’s eternal 
Word and he who was born of her is God and there is one person of God 
the Word incarnate, the incarnate died in the flesh for the salvation of the 
world. 


What Follows in the Tome 


8. Therefore, true God was born in a complete and perfect nature 
of a true human being, whole in what was his, whole in what was 
ours. 


Eighth refutation. Like impious Nestorius he speaks of wearing and being 


worn.7® 
What Follows in the Tome 


9. By “ours,” however, we mean what the Creator fashioned in 
us from the beginning and what he took on for purposes of re- 
storing it. For what the deceiver introduced and the human being 
received after being deceived had no trace in the Savior. Nor was 
he a participant in our faults just because he submitted to commu- 
nion with human infirmities. He assumed “the form of a slave”79 
without the blemish of sin, augmenting the humanity without di- 
minishing the divinity ... 


Ninth refutation. Again Nestorius interprets the words previously set down 
when he says of [the phrase] “augmenting the manhood without diminish- 
ing the divinity” as follows: 


He who gradually progressed to the dignity of the high-priest- 
hood, he who was in time made high-priest, being perfected 
through sufferings.*° 


78 See Nestorius, Sermon 9 (Nestoriana: 262, 3 Loofs) = Cyril, Chapters of Nestorius Excerpted 
by Cyril 2.12 (ACO 1.1.6: 8, 5 Schwartz) = Acts of the Council of Ephesus, session 1, section 
60.8 (ACO 1.1.2: 47, 26 Schwartz) and section 60.15 (ACO 1.1.2: 49, 10 Schwartz), 
translated in CEECW 3 on p. 688 and pp. 689-690. 

79 Phil 2:7. 

80 Nestorius, Sermon 5 (Nestoriana: 235, 6-236, 14 Loofs) = Chapters of Nestorius Excerpted by 
Cyril 3.4 (ACO 1.1.6: 9, 8-25 Schwartz). 
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Now in the above passage you are proved to be taking a similar view to 
Nestorius on the property of the natures or forms. I quote the testimony of 
blessed Julius Bishop of Rome, from the letter to Dionysius, that Christ is 
not two natures. He says as follows: 


‘Those who confess that the God who comes from heaven was in- 
carnate of the Virgin also vainly disturb [the idea] that he is one 
along with his flesh, falling into their impious statements. For they 
speak also, I learn, of two natures, although John has plainly shown 
our Lord to be one by saying “the Word became flesh”*' and Paul 
by saying “one Lord Jesus Christ through whom everything is.” 
For if he who was born of the Virgin was called “one,” and he it is 
through whom everything was made, the nature is one because the 
person is one, having no division into two because the body is not 
a nature on its own nor is the divinity in the incarnation a nature 
on its own, but just as a human being is one nature so is Christ 
who was made in the likeness of men.* 


What Follows in the Tome 


10. ... because that very act of emptying, by which the invisible ren- 
dered itself visible and the Creator and Lord of all things chose to be 
one among mortals, was a bending down of compassion, not a fail- 
ure of power. Accordingly, he who made humanity while remaining 
in the form of God was made a human being in the form of a slave.*4 
For he retained his own peculiar qualities without defect in both 
natures and, just as the form of God did not take away the form of 
a slave, so too did the form of a slave not diminish the form of God. 


Tenth refutation. According to your argument, then, this one was slave, that 
one was Lord of the slave’s form, as you said, i.e. of the ordinary man. 


What Follows in the Tome 


11. For it is true that the devil used to relish in the fact that 
his deception of humanity with his act of delusion had deprived 


81 John 1:14. 82 1 Cor 8:6. 

83 This passage is not from Julius of Rome, but is found in Apollinarius of Laodicea, First 
Letter to Dionysius 2 (Apollinaris: 257, 7-19 Lietzmann). This letter is translated in full in 
CEECW 3 on pp. 313-316. In antiquity several Apollinarian texts circulated under the 
name of Julius the bishop of Rome (337-352). 

84 See Phil 2:6-7. 
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[humanity] of divine gifts, and in the fact that his stripping it of 
the endowment of immortality had imposed a harsh penalty of 
death, and in the fact that he himself, amid his own wicked acts, 
had found some solace in having partnership with a transgressor. 
And also, it is true that God, by reason of the demands of justice, 
had changed his own purposes in regard to humanity, whom he 
had created in such great honor. Given all this, there arose the 
need for a secret plan to be put into action, so that the immut- 
able God, whose will could not be deprived of its benevolence, 
might by a more hidden mystery fulfill his original plan of com- 
mitment to us, and so that humanity, which was led into crime 
by the cunning of the devil’s wickedness, might not perish con- 
trary to God’s design. [4] Therefore, the Son of God enters these 
lowest parts of the world, descending from his heavenly seat, yet 
not withdrawing from the paternal glory, begotten in a new rank 
through a new kind of birth. The rank is new because he who is 
invisible in his own realm became visible in ours; he who is un- 
knowable willed to be knowable; he who continues to be prior 
to time began to exist in time; the Lord of the universe took up 
a slavish form with the immensity of his majesty concealed; the 
impassible God did not think it unworthy to become a passible 
human being and the immortal God to be subject to death’s laws. 
But he is also begotten through a new kind of birth since in- 
violate virginity unacquainted with lust supplied the matter of 
his flesh. What was assumed from the mother of the Lord was 
nature, not guilt. 


Eleventh refutation. He again makes the man a nature on its own in what 
he says. 


What Follows in the Tome 


12. And just because his birth was miraculous, in that the Lord 
Jesus Christ was begotten of a virgin’s womb, his nature is not 
dissimilar to ours. Yes, the same one who is true God is also a true 
human being, and there is nothing counterfeit in this union since 
both the human being’s lowliness and the divinity’s loftiness are in 
each other. 


Twelfth refutation. Nestorius again said similar things: 
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Call the assumer God. Add that the assumed is the slave’s form. 
After this bring [him] the dignity of connexion. The natures re- 
maining, confess the unity of dignity.*s 


What Follows in the Tome 


13. For just as God does not undergo change in his act of com- 
passion, so too is the human being not consumed by the dignity 
[bestowed]. For each form does what is peculiar to it in commu- 
nion with the other — the Word obviously enacts what pertains to 
the Word and the flesh carries out what pertains to the flesh. One 
of them sparkles with miracles, the other succumbs to injuries. 
And just as the Word does not withdraw from equality with the 
Father’s glory, so too does the flesh not leave behind the nature 
of our kind. For there is one and the same, as we must repeated- 
ly say, who is truly Son of God and truly Son of Man. He is God 
because, “In the beginning was the Word and the Word was with 
God and the Word was God,”* and he is a human being because, 
“The Word became flesh and dwelled among us.”*’ 


Thirteenth refutation. Notice that he openly blasphemes by differentiating 
the God who loves and the particular man undestroyed by the greatness of 
the divine dignity. But he has stated that the man and the God each persists 
and effects its own things. Therefore God’s Word ceases being born of wom- 
an but continues solely in the birth from the Father whose peer he is, for ac- 
cording to your argument, self-emptying does not attach to him. How then 
does our Lord’s flesh communicate eternal life, seeing it is lifegiving and he 
is Life, if its action succumbed to pains? How is the crucified the Lord of glo- 
ry? If, as we believe, he gives life to the dead, what means is left to the other 
person or, as you put it, sparkling with miracles? How can you be so ignorant 
as to imagine that the body which can raise the dead succumbed to pains? 


What Follows in the Tome 


14. That one is God because, “Through him all things were made 


0988 


and without him, nothing was made,”** and this one is a human be- 


ing because, “He was made from a woman, made under the law.”*9 


85 Nestorius, Fragment 4 (Nestoriana: 354, 7-11 Loofs) = Chapters of Nestorius Excerpted by 
Cyril 2.5 (ACO 1.1.6: 7, 3-5 Schwartz). 
86 John 1:1. 87 John 1:14. 88 John 1:3. 89 Gal 4:4. 
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Fourteenth refutation. See how he has cut short [the quotation] and empha- 
sized the fact so that he is thereby found to interpret “in him was life”%° as 
[two] beings, one in the other. 


What Follows in the Tome 


15. His being born in the flesh is a manifestation of the human na- 
ture; his parturition from the Virgin is an indication of the divine 
power; the infancy that belongs to a child is demonstrated in the 
lowliness of the cradle, while the greatness of the Most High is 
declared by the angels’ voices.% 


Fifteenth refutation. If he is a manifestation of human nature, he can never 
again be called Immanuel; Nestorius again indeed says similar things. He 
spoke as follows: 


He put on our nature, for the manhood became a tabernacle for 
the Word.” 


And again: 


“He sent his son and he was made of woman,” it says, “and he was 
made under the Law.”®} Here it indicates the two natures and says 
what contingent property belongs to the manhood. 


What Follows in the Tome 


16. This one whom Herod impiously tried to slay resembles a hu- 
man being early in his life, but that one whom the magi rejoiced 
to adore humbly is the Lord of all.95 


sd 


Sixteenth refutation. Here too he has not tired of repeated pairs of “this one’ 
and “that one.” For he said that this is the one whom Herod sought, that the 
one whom the magi worshiped — this shared the human name, that is Lord 
of all. Nestorius, again, in his teaching said the same as this: 


go John 1:4. gt See Luke 2:7, 13-14. 

92 Perhaps a paraphrase of Nestorius, Fragment 16 (Nestoriana: 287, 19-20 Loofs) = Acts of 
the Council of Ephesus, session 1, section 60.4 (ACO 1.1.2: 46, 32 Schwartz), translated in 
CEECW 3 on pp. 685-687. 

93 Gal 4:4. 

94 Nestorius, Sermon 18 (Nestoriana: 297, 4-8 Loofs) = Chapters of Nestorius Excerpted by 
Cyril 2.3 (ACO 1.1.6: 6, 26-28 Schwartz). 

95 See Matt 2:16, ro-11, respectively. 
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In order, then, that it might be shown to the magi who it is that is 
being worshiped by them and for what purpose the grace of the 
Holy Ghost* had brought them, namely that it was not to a mere 
babe merely God-clad, but to flesh joined inexpressibly to God.%” 


And again he says: 


For this visible babe, who in his visibility was new, being bound in 
bodily napkins, who was now born in visible nature is the eternal 
Son in his hiddenness, the Son the creator of all.9* 


What Follows in the Tome 


17. At the very time when he approached the baptism of John, his 
forerunner, lest the fact that a covering of flesh was cloaking the 
divinity be concealed, the Father’s voice, thundering from the sky, 
said, “This is my beloved son; in him I am well pleased.” 


Seventeenth refutation. Notice he calls the Godhead’s flesh a “cloak” and is 
found thinking Nestorius’s thoughts — 


I revere him who was worn for the sake of the wearer. I worship 
the visible for the sake of him who was hidden.' 


What Follows in the Tome 


18. Thus, he whom the devil’s shrewdness tempts as a human be- 
ing is the same one whom the angelic attendants wait upon as 
God.'*' Obviously, being hungry,'® thirsty,'? tired,’ or sleep- 
ing'®s belong to the human being. Feeding five thousand people 
with five loaves,'°* however, and offering to the Samaritan woman 


96 Throughout their translation Ebied and Wickham use the archaic “Holy Ghost” 
instead of the more common “Holy Spirit” — Ed. 

97 Nestorius, Fragment 5 (Nestoriana: 354, 22-24 Loofs) = Chapters of Nestorius Excerpted by 
Cyril 2.9 (ACO 1.1.6: 7, 26-28 Schwartz). 

98 Nestorius, Sermon 20 (Nestoriana: 327, 21-328, 2 Loofs) = Chapters of Nestorius Excerpted 
by Cyril 1.4 (ACO 1.1.6: 4, 10-12 Schwartz). 

99 Matt 3:17. 

100 Nestorius, Sermon g (Nestoriana: 262, 3-4 Loofs) = Cyril of Alexandria, Chapters of 
Nestorius Excerpted by Cyril 2.12 (ACO 1.1.6: 8, 5-6 Schwartz) = Acts of the Council of 
Ephesus, session 1, section 60.8 (ACO 1.1.2: 47, 26-48, 1 Schwartz) and section 60.15 
(ACO 1.1.2: 49, 10-11 Schwartz), translated in CEECW 3 on p. 688 and pp. 689-690. 

ror See Matt q:1-11. 102 See Mark 11:12. 103 See John 19:28. 

104. See John 4:6. 105 See Matt 8:24. 106 John 6:5-13. 
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living water, a swallow from which keeps the drinker from being 
thirsty ever again,'®? and walking upon the sea’s surface with feet 
that do not sink,’® and calming the swells of the waves while he 
rebuked the storm" — without doubt, all these belong to the div- 
ine. Passing over many more episodes, then, just as it does not 
belong to the same nature to weep with feelings of pity for a dead 
friend, and to summon him by the power of his voice to come out 
revived once the stone had been removed from the four-day-old 
tomb,"'° and to hang on the wood, and to cause all the elements 
to tremble after light was changed to night,'"' and to be pinned 
up with nails, and to open the doors of paradise to the faith of the 
bandit,'” so too it does not belong to the same nature to say both, 
“T and the Father are one,” and, “The Father is greater than me.”"3 


Eighteenth refutation. Notice, it is he who at all points took our likeness 
apart from sin, that the magi approached and worshiped; it is he who was 
wrapped in napkins and laid in a manger, who was fatigued by the road 
journey, was thirsty and slept, who gave the Samaritan woman living water 
at her request, that satisfied the five thousand from five loaves. It is he who 
slept that quietened the sea by his power and that really walked on the sea 
as if upon land (nor did he walk upon the water, as is supposed by [our] 
novel teacher, without his feet being wetted). The same one it is who spoke 
beforehand of Lazarus’s death™™ and wept for Lazarus."5 He it is who said, 
“Where have you laid him?” and commanded Lazarus to come out of the 
tomb."” For it was he who even before his incarnation was asking Adam 
“where are you?”"'® and Cain “where is Abel your brother?”'”? that for 
the sake of a divine plan asked likewise for Lazarus. For the mouth which 
spoke and the eyes which wept belong to the same nature and his one per- 
son. For our Lord, who will according to the prophet’s word “remove every 
tear from the world’s faces”"° as God, wept in accord with the divine plan 
and unusually. For he was desirous that our weakness should be brought 
in touch with him, so that it should thenceforth have an end by being nul- 
lified by him. For just as weeping in accordance with the divine plan and 
saying “come forth”? to Lazarus belong to God’s Word incarnate, so to 


107 John 4:10-14. 108 John 6:16-21. 109 Matt 8:23-27. 110 John 11:35-44. 
111 Matt 27:45-53. 112 Luke 23:43. 113 John 10:30 and 14:28, respectively. 

114 See John 14:11. 115 See John 11:35. 116 John 11:34. 117 See John 11:43. 
118 Gen 3:9. 119 Gen 4:9. 120 Isa 25:8. 121 John 11:43. 
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the same incarnate Word of God’s nature belong hanging on the cross and 
causing all creation to shake at fear of his voice, being pierced with nails 
and opening paradise’s gates and before all human beings to the thief. He, 
whose voice manifested the promise, is the one whose ordinance fulfilled 
the promise. In the same way, therefore, it belongs to the same nature to 
say “my Father and I are one” and “my Father is greater than me.”"*3 Our 
father Cyril, whose memorial is with the saints, bears witness to this when 
he says in the book called the Thesaurus: 


For if God’s Word had not been made human he would not have 
been free to say human things. But if the Word was made flesh 
(that is, human) he who did not shun that action but abased him- 
self to all this lowliness, did not shun proving by his words that he 
is abased from what he is."*4 


What Follows in the Tome 


19. For even though in our Lord Jesus Christ there is one person 
of God and the human being, nevertheless that whereby the abuse 
is common to both is one thing and that whereby the glory is 
common to both is another thing. For a humanity inferior to the 
Father comes to him from what is ours; a divinity equal with the 
Father comes to him from the Father. [5] Therefore, on account 
of this unity of person, which must be understood as existing in 
both natures, we read that the Son of Man came down from heav- 
en’*5 because the Son of God assumed flesh from that virgin from 
whom he was born; then again, the Son of God is said to have been 
crucified and buried because he endured these things, not in that 
divinity by virtue of which, as Only-Begotten, he is co-everlasting 
and same-in-substance with the Father, but in the weakness of his 
human nature. 


Nineteenth refutation. By confessing Christ as “our Lord” he again craftily 
subverts the expression “God and man.” But he has subverted [this] by say- 
ing that the person is one. And again as if he had forgotten his own words 
he subverts them by speaking of “one” and “another.” How, then, tell me, 


122 John 10:30. 123 John 14:28. 
124 This passage is not in Aubert’s edition of the Thesaurus in PG 75. 
125 See John 3:13. 
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could “one” have become “one and another”? For “one” and “two” cannot 
be thought of as being the same, neither can the concept of unity be attrib- 
uted to “one and another.” How can you call “Lord” him who borrowed 
from another person his being lord as you said, “by a connexion of fellow- 
ship?” Therefore, at all points you are shown to be in contradiction with 
what you said at the beginning. For the terminology of “one and another” 
belongs to those who divide, terminology which you apply to each nature, 
artfully using the word “unity” as its companion and safeguarder, relying, 
I suppose, on the force of the division being unimpaired by the unity. For 
it belongs to an introducer of that connection of fellowship which each of 
us has with God, to have one who makes his own another’s properties and 
renders them common, the glory belonging to God on the one hand, the 
weakness attributed to the human being on the other. Nestorius, too, in his 
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teaching says: “I divide the natures but unite the worship. 
What Follows in the Tome 


20. On this basis, we all confess in the very creed that the only-be- 
gotten Son of God “was crucified and buried,””? following that 
verse from the Apostle, “For if they had known, they would never 
have crucified the Lord of majesty.”"** And moreover, when our 
Lord and Savior himself was teaching the faith by asking the disci- 
ples questions, he said, “Who do people say that I, the Son of Man, 
am?” After they recounted to him the diverse opinions of others, 
he said, “Who do you say that I am?”"® meaning, “I, who am the 
Son of Man and whom you see in the form of a slave’° and in true 
reality of flesh, who do you say that I am?” That is where the bless- 
ed Peter, divinely inspired and soon to profit all the nations with 
his confession, said, “You are the Christ, Son of the living God.”"3! 
It was not without merit that he was pronounced “blessed” by the 
Lord'* and drew the solidity of both his power and his name from 
the original rock,'33 he who through a revelation from the Father 


126 Nestorius, Sermon g (Nestoriana: 262, 3 Loofs) = Cyril of Alexandria, Chapters of 
Nestorius Excerpted by Cyril 2.12 (ACO 1.1.6: 8, 5 Schwartz) = Acts of the Council of 
Ephesus, session 1, section 60.8 (ACO 1.1.2: 47, 26 Schwartz) and section 60.15 (ACO 
1.1.2: 49, 10 Schwartz), translated in CEECW 3 on p. 688 and pp. 689-690. 

127 These affirmations are made both in the Roman Creed and the Nicene Creed. 

128 1 Cor 2:8. 129 See Matt 16:13-15. 130 Phil 2:7. 131 Matt 16:16. 

132 Matt 16:17. 133 Possibly an allusion to 1 Cor ro:4. 
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confessed the same one to be both Son of God and Christ. For 
one of these, taken apart from the other, would offer no benefit 
for salvation, and it was equally perilous to believe that the Lord 
Jesus Christ was either merely God without the human being or 
only a human being without God. But after the Lord’s resurrection, 
which was indubitably of a real body because he who had been re- 
vived was none other than he who had been crucified and died ..."34 


Twentieth refutation. By blessed Cyril from the discourse Christ is God: 


If Christ is a mere man why was Peter who confessed him worthy 
of admiration? How is he divinely taught or what guiding illumi- 
nation from on high did he need to learn the mystery pertaining 
to him? But he knew him to be God and confessed him to be son 
of the living God. For that reason, therefore, he was worthy of 
admiration. Yet he called him one son and not two sons. It is an act 
of impiety, then, to divide him into two."35 


According to what the doctor [Leo] thinks there is a Christ and another, the 
son of God, and the name “Christ” on its own he says is useless for salva- 
tion, because it confesses a mere man, and a Christ on his own i.e. mere flesh 
without God the Word united to the flesh. Notice too, he attaches the res- 
urrection to a mere man, gainsaying his crucifixion and death for the world’s 
sake, despite blessed John’s saying: “And we know that the son of God has 
come and given us understanding to know the true God and we are in his 
true son Jesus Christ; he is true God and life everlasting.”"3° When, there- 
fore, Jesus Christ is true God and life everlasting, who will listen to conten- 
tious thinkers? The Word of God the Father, naked and on his own apart 
from flesh is not recognized as Jesus Christ, but [the Word] made man. The 
apostle Paul said: “Jesus Christ is the same yesterday, today and forever.”"37 


What Follows in the Tome 


21.... what else happened during that span of forty days except 
that the soundness of our faith was cleansed of every darkness? 
For he spoke, dwelt, and ate with his disciples, and he allowed 


134 See Acts 1:3-4. 

135 Cyril of Alexandria, On the Orthodox Faith to the Princesses 106 (ACO 1.1.5: 88, 30-34 
Schwartz). 

136 1 John 5:20. 137 Heb 13:8. 
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himself to be handled by the delicate and attentive touch of those 
whom doubt had seized. For this reason, he paid a visit to his dis- 
ciples when the doors were closed, bestowed the Holy Spirit by 
his breath,"3° and threw open the secrets of the sacred scriptures"? 
after granting the light of intelligence. Then again, the same one 
showed them the wound in his side, the punctures from the nails, 
and all the signs of his recent suffering, saying, “See my hands and 
feet, that it is I. Touch and see, that a ghost does not have flesh and 
bones as you see that I have.”™° He did all this so that the peculiar 
qualities of the divine and human natures might be recognized to 
abide in him without division, and we might so understand the 
Word to be not what the flesh is that we confess the one Son of 
God to be both Word and flesh. 


Twenty-first refutation. By our blessed father Cyril, from the book called 
Thesaurus: 


With regard to this, when, therefore, the Holy Ghost both creates 
and renews everything, inasmuch as he has such a nature, how can 
he fail to be true God he who bestows the Spirit who is able to 
create? "4! 


But this new Nestorius’s whole concern is to prove by these words that he 
who was crucified, buried, and resurrected is a man instead of being God 
incarnate who suffered in flesh for the world’s salvation. For even were he 
to say “indivisible” and “one person” ten thousand times in order to catch 
the simple, his concern nevertheless is clear to all able to appreciate his 
above quoted words. I again quote Nestorius to rebut the novel doctor’s 
imposture. Nestorius said: 


But, captious critic, Christ is not a mere man but simultaneously 
God and man. Were he only God he should have said, “Apollinar- 
ius, why are you endeavouring to kill me, God who have spoken 
the truth to you?” As it is he says: “Why are you endeavoring to 
kill me, a man who has spoken the truth to you?” This is he who 
wore the crown of thorns, this is he who said, “My God, my God 


138 John 20:19, 22. 139 Luke 24:45-46. 140 Luke 24:39. 
141 Cyril of Alexandria, Thesaurus XXXII (PG 75: 564a Aubert). 142 John 8:qo. 
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why hast thou forsaken me?” This is he who endured death for 
three days. I worship him along with the Godhead as advocate of 
the deity’s authority."## 


What Follows in the Tome 


22. We must regard him — Eutyches — as completely devoid of this 
mystery of the faith. He has not acknowledged our nature to exist 
in God’s Only-Begotten either in the lowliness of mortality or in 
the glory of the resurrection ... 


Twenty-second refutation. Notice, after connecting him who was crucified 
with lowliness he says that he was glorified as if he were different from the 
one who glorified him, despite the fact that he who was crucified was, is, 
and ever shall be, Lord of Glory. 


What Follows in the Tome 


23.... nor has he been terror-struck by the judgment of the blessed 
apostle and evangelist John, when he says, “Every spirit that con- 
fesses that Jesus Christ has come in the flesh is from God, and every 
spirit that breaks Jesus apart is not from God, and this one is an an- 
tichrist.”"45 But now, what could “breaking Jesus apart” mean except 
to separate the human nature from him, and to nullify, with the most 
obtuse fabrications, the mystery by which alone we have been saved? 


Twenty-third refutation. He has brought the apostle’s sentence upon himself 
by throughout dividing the indivisible Christ Jesus, the true God. I will 
adduce Saint Gregory of Neocaesarea, true witness of Christ. He says: 


And he is true God, the fleshless who was revealed in flesh, com- 
plete in true divine perfection, not two persons or two natures; for 
we deny we worship four [beings], God, God’s son, a man, and the 
Holy Ghost. Wherefore we also anathematize those who so impi- 
ously put a human being in the divine doxology, etc.'4° 


143 Matt 27:46. 

144 Nestorius, Sermon g (Nestoriana: 259, 16-260, 7 Loofs) = Chapters of Nestorius Excerpted 
by Cyril 2.10 (ACO 1.1.6: 7, 29-34 Schwartz). 

145 1 John 4:2-3. 

146 This passage is not from Gregory of Neocaesarea, but is found in Apollinarius of 
Laodicea, Detailed Confession of the Faith 31 (Apollinaris: 178, 17-179, 6 Lietzmann). 
In antiquity several Apollinarian texts circulated under the name of the third-century 
Gregory of Neocaesarea, also known as Gregory Thaumaturgus. 
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What Follows in the Tome 


24. But given that he is blind to the nature of Christ’s body, it ne- 
cessarily follows that [Eutyches] is delirious with the same blind- 
ness when it comes to [Christ’s] suffering. For if he does not think 
the Lord’s cross was a deception and he does not doubt that [the 
Lord] underwent actual torment for the salvation of the world, 
then let him also acknowledge the flesh of the one whose death 
he already believes in. Let him not deny that he whom he has rec- 
ognized to have been passible was a human being with our body, 
since a denial of actual flesh is tantamount to denying the body’s 
suffering. 


Twenty-fourth refutation. On the pretext (as he says) of showing that God 
the Word was incarnate human flesh and that the incarnation was not an 
illusion he has set down his poison once more. It is clear that he acknowl- 
edges the human flesh as belonging not to God incarnate but to him whom 
he connects everywhere with the death for us. For just as he could not have 
been born without becoming incarnate of the Virgin, so also he could not 
have been seen inasmuch as he was seen in the flesh and had dealings with 
men whilst being true God and thus also suffered on our behalf. But the 
advocate of Nestorius’s teachings says: “Let him not deny therefore that he 
whom he has recognized to have been passible is man,” although saint Paul 
said that Christ is passible, that he died, was buried, rose from the dead"47 
and that “from the fathers is Christ in the flesh who is God over all blessed 
for ever Amen.”"4* But it is supposed by this doctor that we should call the 
man on his own “passible” so that he should be different from God the 
Word. But Nestorius too said: “The temple is passible, not the God who 
gave life to him who suffered.”"4? 


What Follows in the Tome 


25. Therefore, were he to adopt the Christian faith and not turn 
his hearing from the preaching of the gospel, he would see which 
nature it was that was pierced by nails and hung upon the wood 


147 See x Cor 15:3-4. 148 Rom 9:5. 
149 Nestorius, Sermon 5 (Nestoriana: 234, 15-16 Loofs) = Chapters of Nestorius Excerpted by 
Cyril 3.2 (ACO 1.1.6: 9, 3 Schwartz). 
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of the cross, and he would understand the source of the blood and 
water that flowed out after the soldier’s lance opened up the side 
of the Crucified ...15° 


Twenty-fifth refutation. Again blessed John cries out against you saying: 
“That which was from the beginning, that which we have heard” i.e. the 
Word of life of whom he said that “the Word became flesh”'s' that is, “com- 
plete man,” the Word who was “in the beginning”'» “that which we have 
seen and our hands touched.”'s3 For we believe the invisible and impalpa- 
ble to have become visible and palpable without alteration. The incarnate 
God the Word whom they saw, therefore, hung on the wood, was pierced 
by nails, and his side was riven by the soldier’s lance. They touched him 
whose side was riven when he rose from the dead, him whom they confess 
to be the Word of life. They call him who was pierced with nails, whose 
side was riven, their Lord and true God.‘ Tell us, sirrah, how blood and 
water can issue from a man’s nature after the soul’s departure from the 
body and it has really died, at the piercing of its side, and we shall hold our 
peace. What man’s blood can be precious and savior of the whole world 
except only Christ’s who was God the Word incarnate (not inanimate flesh 
but animate with rational soul) for he is true God and everlasting life. We 
may quote the teachings of the blessed fathers: 


By Blessed John Bishop of Constantinople from the Sermon 
“On the Divine Incarnation” 


But instead of the sun, the Virgin contained without limitation 
the sun of righteousness. Do not ask how! For where God wills, 
nature’s order is conquered by him.'55 


And the rest of what he said is in the same book. 
What Follows in the Tome 


26. ... so that the church of God might be moistened with both 
the bath and the cup. Let him hear the blessed apostle Peter when 


150 See John 19:34. 151 John 1:14. 152 John r:1. 153 1John 11. 

154 See John 20:28. 

155 This passage is from the beginning of a homily on the birth of Christ preserved under 
the name of John Chrysostom (see PG 56: 385). The same passage was quoted by Cyril 
of Alexandria in his On the Orthodox Fuith to the Princesses 15 (ACO 1.1.5: 67, 14-24 
Schwartz), which is likely Timothy’s source. 
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he preaches that the sanctification of the Spirit is wrought by a 
sprinkling of Christ’s blood;'5* let him avoid any cursory reading 
of the words of the same apostle, who says, “You know that it was 
not with corruptible silver and gold that you were redeemed from 
your empty way of life in your ancestral tradition, but with Jesus 
Christ’s precious blood, as if from a lamb undefiled and immacu- 
late.”'57 Let the testimony of the blessed apostle John, too, not be 
resisted, who says, “And the blood of Jesus, Son of God, cleanses 
us of all sin,”'* and again, “This is the victory that conquers the 
world — our faith. Who is it that conquers the world except the 
one who believes that Jesus is Son of God? It is he who comes 
through water and blood, Jesus Christ, not in water alone, but in 
water and blood, and it is the Spirit who testifies because the Spirit 
is the truth, because there are three that give testimony: the Spirit, 
the water, and the blood, and the three are one”'s — meaning the 
Spirit of sanctification, the blood of redemption, and the water 
of baptism. These three are one and they remain indivisible and 
none of them is separated from connection with the others, since 
the catholic church lives and advances by this faith, so that none 
should believe the humanity to exist without true divinity nor the 
divinity without true humanity. 


Twenty-sixth refutation. Again Nestorius says similar things to this: 


God is not divided from him who is seen, therefore I do not di- 
vide the honor of the undivided. I divide the natures but unite the 


worship." 
What Follows in the Tome 


27. [6] Moreover, when Eutyches responded to the questions of your 
investigation by saying, “I confess that our Lord was from two na- 


161 


tures before the union, but after the union I confess one nature, 
I was amazed [to learn] that so absurd and so perverse a declaration 


156 See x Pet 1:2. 157 x Pet 1:18-19. 158 1 John 1:7-8. 159 1 John 5:4-8. 
160 Nestorius, Sermon g (Nestoriana: 262, 5-6 Loofs) = Acts of the Council of Ephesus, session 
1, section 60.8 (ACO 1.1.2: 48, 1-2 Schwartz) and section 60.15 (ACO 1.1.2: 49, 11-12 
Schwartz), translated in CEECW 3 on p. 688 and pp. 689-690. 

See Acts of the Home Synod in Constantinople, session 1, section 527, translated in this 
volume on p. 73. 
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was not rebuked by a censure from any of his judges, and that his 
ridiculously stupid statement went by unnoticed, as if nothing was 
heard that might prove offensive. For it is just as impious to say 
that the only-begotten Son of God was of two natures before the 
incarnation as it is execrable to affirm a single nature in him after the 
Word became flesh." But lest Eutyches think that his statement is 
right or tolerable because no statement of yours refuted it ... 


Twenty-seventh refutation. Any of our sainted fathers who said that the one 
Christ was “of two natures” taught that God’s Word became incarnate from 
our common human nature. For before the incarnation God’s Word was 
fleshless, but after the incarnation he is one nature of God the Word incar- 
nate, of human flesh and common soul (inasmuch as the Virgin was too) 
but a singular nature inasmuch as the nature which is not said to belong 
to each of us was that assumed as God the Word’s body, because it exists 
in him who assumed it. Our blessed fathers bear witness to my statement: 


By Blessed Athanasius from the Discourse “On the Incarnation” 


For we confess, he says, the Son of God to be God in spirit and Son 
of Man in flesh, not two natures the one Son (one to be worshiped, 
the other not to be worshiped) but one incarnate nature of God 
the Word to be worshiped along with his flesh in one worship." 


By Blessed Fulius Archbishop of Rome 


They condemn the lordly flesh under pretext that it is consub- 
stantial [with ours]. But there is one nature, one hypostasis, one 
activity, one person, the same totally God and totally man. For 
his nature, in respect of its invisibility, is Godhead, in respect of 
its visibility is flesh. Therefore the incarnation of our Lord Jesus 
Christ is not alien to or sundered from the divine Trinity. For he 
declared that baptism, given for the forgiveness of sins and the 
resurrection of the flesh (which is a work of Godhead and not of 
created nature) is by the enumeration of the Trinity. For one and 


162 John 1:14. 

163 This passage is not from Athanasius, but is found in Apollinarius of Laodicea, The 
Profession of Faith to Emperor Jovian 1 (Apollinaris: 250, 6-251, 3 Lietzmann), translated 
in its entirety in CEECW 3 on pp. 311-313. In late antiquity some Apollinarian texts 
circulated under the name of Athanasius. 
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the same thing along with his body is God whose body it is, and 
the flesh was not converted into the incorporeal but the body is his 
own by birth from the Virgin and what transcends us by incarna- 
tion of God the Word." 


By Blessed Gregory Thaumaturgus 
God is not subject to nature but nature is what God wills."°5 


By Blessed Gregory the Theologian 


We needed a God who becomes incarnate and dies.'® 


By the Same 


We confess that the Son of God became Son of Man, not in name 
but in truth by taking flesh from Mary the Virgin; and that he is 
perfect Son of God and the same also Son of Man, one person, 
one hypostasis, of Word and the flesh he assumed. We anathema- 
tize those who manufacture different worships (one divine and the 
other human) and worship the man from Mary as being different 
from God the Word. For we know that “in the beginning was the 
Word and the Word was with God and the Word was God”"”’ but 
that he became man for our salvation not by becoming equal in an 


equal body but by assuming as Lord the form of a slave.'® 


By Blessed Theodotus Bishop of Ancyra from the Homily at Ephesus 


How did he impoverish himself on our behalf? Let those who sep- 
arate the manhood from God the Word, parting him who was unit- 
ed by mention of natures, who say Christ is “two things,” introdu- 
cing for their defense a merely invented unity — let them tell us." 


164 This passage is not from Julius of Rome, but is found in Apollinarius of Laodicea, On 
the Faith and the Incarnation 6-7 (Apollinaris: 199, 16-200, 27 Lietzmann), translated in 
its entirety in CEECW 3 on pp. 322-326. See note 83 above. 

165 J. B. Pitra, Analecta sacra spicilegio solesmensi parata (Paris: Ex Publico Galliarum 
Typographeo, 1883), 4: 133 (fragment C). This is a fragment of Gregory Thaumaturgus 
in Syriac, most likely not genuine. 

166 Source unknown. 167 John r:r. 

168 This passage is not from Gregory Thaumaturgus, but is found in Apollinarius of 
Laodicea, Detailed Confession of the Faith 28 (Apollinaris: 177, 4-178, 3 Lietzmann). See 
also note 146 above. 

169 Theodotus of Ancyra, Second Sermon on Birth of Jesus Christ our Savior 9 (ACO 1.1.2: 86, 
30-33 Schwartz). 


170 


Timothy Aelurus, Against the Council of Chalcedon 


By the Same 


How did the Egyptians’ river become blood, the nature of the wa- 
ter remaining unchanged? For the Hebrews were using it as water 
but for the Egyptians the Nile became blood and, remaining what 
it was, became what it was not. How did Egypt’s light become 
darkness, not by being quenched but remaining what it was? For 
it was day to the Israelites and pure light surrounded them, but to 
the Egyptians, this light was darkness. The single visible light was 
simultaneously light and darkness, not being changed and becom- 
ing it. A divine miracle occurred. The flame in Babylon became 
dew and both are seen in the activity, for the three young men 
were cooled by the dew whereas the Babylonians were burned by 
the flame. There were not two things or two natures but what was 
seen was one and the same thing. The righteous bear witness: Ask 
not the mode of God’s miracles.’”° 


By Blessed Erechthius Bishop of Antioch in Pisidia, from the Homily 
Delivered at the Great Church of Constantinople in the Presence of the 
Blessed Archbishop Proclus, on the Holy Theophany 


By Isaiah, the great prophet, the child is proclaimed as God. For “a 
child,” he says “has been born to us, a son has been given us whose 
government has been upon his shoulder and his name is called angel 
of mighty counsel, wonderful counsellor, mighty God, ruler, Prince 
of Peace, father of the world to come.”'”' Let not the Jewish branch, 
therefore, deceive you (for that is what one ought to call heretics!) 
saying that the born is one thing and the indwelling God another 
and that the born has two natures. If anyone ventures to say this, 
oppose him simply with Immanuel and he will receive the mention 
of the name as a bridle of silence. For he is not two natures, but the 
Virgin, receiving the overshadowing of the Spirit, gave birth in mys- 
terious fashion to God incarnate. For if Christ is a growth of human 
seed I should have agreed that fruit must resemble root in nature, 
but if he is of the Holy Ghost, in accordance with the archangel’s 
words, he who is born is God because God is the cause of his birth.'7* 


170 Theodotus of Ancyra, Second Sermon on Birth of Fesus Christ our Savior 6-7 (ACO 1.1.2: 
84, 13-85, 1 Schwartz), with omissions. 
171 Isa 8:6. 172 Schwartz, Codex Vaticanus gr. 1431, 28. 
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By our Blessed Father Dioscorus Archbishop of Alexandria and Con- 
fessor, from the Letter Written to Secundinus from Exile in Gangra, 
Where he Finished his Course in Christ, the Seventh of Tishri [73 


Lest in saying a multitude of things I seem to surpass a letter’s due 
measure, I will speak summarily. Faith opens the gateway of heav- 
enly stones, faith teaches us to despise visible things and to make 
future bounties our earnest endeavor; faith has made him who was 
subject to a multitude of varying evils a dweller in paradise. For 
that voice having exclaimed with faith,“My lord Jesus, remember 
me when you have come into your kingdom,”'”+ he was freed of 
past offences and abundantly refreshed with the bounties of par- 
adise and nowise unfittingly. For faith, as I said, was the cause of 
the forgiveness of his past follies and made him a companion of the 
holy angels. He beheld him on the cross and proclaimed him God, 
he beheld him in contempt and fell down in worship of him: calling 
him “Lord” he said, “My lord Jesus, remember me when you have 
come into your kingdom.” What was his actual joy, O thief? Why all 
these differences? With your eyes you did not see the dead man rise 
up or the blind man see or the lame man walk or the leper cleansed 
or the sea curbed or the demons cast out or the paralytic strength- 
ened or the bread multiplied or the streaming blood staunched at 
the touch of the cloak. You saw a man nailed on the cross. Whence 
was all this wealth of knowledge given you? What prophet did you 
read to be directed towards this understanding? You did not read 
the law of Moses because you were trained up in robbery. Which 
of the patriarchs was your teacher? “I, even I, know,” he says, “I 
know the peril of our sins. I am not ignorant of the punishment for 
my evil deeds. I have not learned the law, but I took refuge in the 
law’s lord. I have not read the prophets but the sufferer whom they 
proclaimed I have comprehended. Untaught faith showed me the 
gate of knowledge, taking her as my guide I attained to life.” 


And Later On 


Omitting many matters, I deal with such as are now urgent and in 
dispute. My declaration is that no man shall assert that the flesh, 


173 September 4, 454 — the date of the letter, not of his death. 174 Luke 23:42. 
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which our Lord took from holy Mary, through the Holy Spirit, in 
a manner known only to himself, is different from or alien to our 
body. And, indeed, were their wicked view correct, then Paul must 
certainly have been lying when he wrote for us the following words: 
“For he did not assume from angels, but from the seed of Abra- 
ham.”'75 For Mary was not alien to Abraham, as can easily be proved 
from many scriptural references: “On this account,” he says, “it was 
right that in everything he should be made like his brothers.”'7° The 
phrase is “in everything.” It does not exclude any part of our nature 
at all. It includes nerves, hair, bones, veins, belly, heart, kidneys, liver, 
and lungs. That flesh of our Savior, which was born of Mary and 
which was ensouled with a rational soul was constituted of every el- 
ement of which we are composed, but not through male seed, sleep, 
and sensual gratification. If, as the frenzy of the heretics supposes, 
this is untrue, how is it that he was called “our brother”? If he had 
used a body which was alien to, and different from, that of ours, how 
can he truly have said to his Father: “I will declare your name unto 
my brothers”?!77 Therefore, abhor and reject those who think such 
things. For he was with us, like us, and for us. He was not, God for- 
bid, an unreal appearance, as the heresy of the evil Manichees has it. 
But he truly issued from Mary, Mother of God, according to his will, 
thus restoring it, by his present advent to us, the shattered vessel. He 
is rightly acknowledged as Immanuel, but he even became poor, as 
Paul’s word has it, that we through his poverty might be rich." He 
became like us, by the providence of God, so that we might become 
like him because of his loving kindness. He became man, without 
abandoning his being Son of God, in order that we might, through 
the grace of God, become sons of God. These are the views we hold 
and confess. If a man transgresses by holding any other views than 
these, he will be a stranger to the faith of the fathers and the apostles. 


By the Same, from the Letter Written from Exile in Gangra 
to the Monks of the Henaton 


For reared in faith I know him who was born of the Father as 
God and the same born of Mary as man. See him walking the 


175 Heb 2:16. 176 Heb 2:17. 177 Heb 2:12, citing Ps 21(22):23. 
178 See 2 Cor 8:9. 
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earth as man, and see him creator of the heavenly angels as God. 
See him asleep on the boat as man and see him walking on the 
water as God. See him hungry as man and providing food for 
all as God. See him athirst as man and see him giving drink as 
God. See him naked as man and see him providing clothing as 
God. See him sitting on the foal as man and see him who rides 
on the Cherubim as God. See him stoned by the Jews as man and 
see him worshipped by the angels as God. See him tempted as 
man and see him casting out demons as God. See him a sheep as 
man and see him again a shepherd as God. See him slain in sacri- 
fice and as offering priest and see him saving all as God. See him 
standing before Pilate as man and see him seated with the Father 
as God. See him crucified as man and see him granting the thief 
paradise as God. See him drinking vinegar on the cross as man 
and see him giving copious drink to the world as God. See him 
who was dead as man and see him who raises the dead as God. 
See him who was impoverished as man and see him who enriches 
as God. See him a slave as man and see him who liberates as God. 
See him sown wheat as man and see him again the sower as God. 
See him the vine as man and see him the world’s planter and 
cultivator as God. But so as not to make too much clamor in my 
letter, I forbear now to collect the testimonies for each point, but 
assembled they will be, with God’s help, when the appropriate oc- 
casion invites us to do so. Leaving aside the hatred of those who 
think otherwise we confess one and the same as savior, Lord and 
God, though in accordance with the divine plan he became man. 
Hold fast, then, the fathers’ profession. Do not fall in with the 
words of soul-corrupted heretics, or attend to those who rend in 
twain him who is one. For, as I said, our savior is one even though 
out of compassion he became man. 


Notice, all the holy fathers say “one nature of God the Word incarnate, 
confess him who was born of the holy Virgin as true God and declare he 
was incarnate, and that he died, was buried and rose again. What, then, are 
those who think differently to do, seeing that they are anathematized by the 
apostles and all those doctors? For Paul plainly teaches that he who died in 
the flesh for the world’s salvation is God when he says: “For a covenant is 
established in respect of one who has died and has no utility so long as its 
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maker is alive”'7? and quotes the prophecy of Jeremiah the prophet: “Be- 
hold the days come, says the Lord, that I will make a new covenant with the 
house of Israel and with the house of Judah, not like the covenant which I 
made with their fathers on the day when I took them by the hand to bring 
them out of the land of Egypt, for they did not continue in my covenant 
and I paid no heed to them, says the Lord. But this is the covenant which I 
will make with the house of Israel after those days, says the Lord: I will put 
my laws within them, and I will write them upon their hearts: and I will be 
their God, and they shall be my people. And no longer shall each man teach 
his neighbor and teach his brother, saying, Know the Lord, for they shall 
all know me, from the least to the greatest, says the Lord; for I will forgive 
their iniquity and I will remember their sins and offences no more.”*° 

It has now been clearly proved that he who made the covenant with us is 
our true God, and that he died, was buried, and rose from the dead for our 
sake. This new covenant the world’s savior made with his disciples at the 
passover. “He took bread and having given thanks he broke it and gave it to 
his disciples, saying, ‘take, eat: this is my body which is given for you.’ Like- 
wise after supper he took the cup, saying, ‘this cup is the new covenant in 
my blood, do this in remembrance of me. For whenever you eat this bread 
and drink this cup you proclaim my death until I come.” Therefore he 
who was born of the Virgin, whose people we are, is God, as the angel de- 
clared: “For he will save his people from their sins.” He it was who said 
through Jeremiah: “I will be their God and they shall be my people.” 
So he who was born is God, he who was crowned with thorns is God, 
he who was nurtured with milk is God, he who endures on our behalf all 
things save only sin is God for “he did no sin neither was guile found in his 
mouth.”"*+ He who was crucified and tasted death in his flesh is God. He 
who was buried, rose again from the dead, ascended into heaven and will 
come again to judge both the living and the dead, of whose kingdom there 
shall be no end, is God. This is he who, speaking to his disciples, ordained 
by his new covenant that they should proclaim his death through the sac- 
rament until he should come at his second advent and requite everybody 
according to his deeds. For the psalmist says, “God is judge.”'*s Therefore, 
Christ who is going to judge the world in righteousness" is God. For the 


179 Heb 9:17. 180 Heb 8:8-12, citing Jer 31:31-34. 181 1 Cor 11:23-26. 
182 Matt 1:21. 183 Jer 31:33. 184 1 Pet 2:22; see Isa 53:9. 
185 Ps 49(50):6. 186 See Ps 66(67):5. 
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Father has given all judgement to the Son so that everybody may honor the 
Son. For he who does not honor the Son, but divides him into two natures, 
does not honor the Father who sent him.'*” 


What Follows in the Tome 


28. ... we are impressing upon the attentiveness of Your Affec- 
tion, dearest brother, to see to it that, should by the inspiration of 
God’s compassion the prosecution lead to a good resolution, this 
imprudent and ignorant man be purged also of this pestilence of 
his mind. As the record of the proceedings makes clear, he in fact 
began to do the right thing by moving away from his opinions 
when, constrained by your statement, he professed that he was 
saying what he hadn’t said earlier and was assenting to the very 
faith to which he had initially been a dissenter. However, when he 
refused to demonstrate his consent by anathematizing his impious 
teaching, Your Fraternity discerned that he continued in his disbe- 
lief and deserved to receive the judgment of condemnation.'"® For 
that reason, were he to issue a faithful and beneficial lamentation, 
and were he to recognize, however late the hour, that episcopal 
authority is being correctly incited [against him], or were he to 
condemn all his wicked sentiments, with his own voice and per- 
sonal signature, in order to make full payment of his penalty, then 
no amount of compassion shown to him who has been correct- 
ed should be considered blameworthy, because our Lord, the true 
and good shepherd, who laid down his life for his sheep'*? and who 
has come to save the lives of human beings, not to destroy them,’” 
wants us to imitate his tenderness, so that justice constrains those 
who sin while compassion doesn’t repel those who have changed 
their ways. For the true faith is indeed guarded most advanta- 
geously only when a false opinion is condemned even by its ad- 
herents. But so that the whole case may be prosecuted piously and 
faithfully, we have appointed our brothers, the bishop Julius and 


187 See John 5:22. 

188 See the proceedings of the seventh session in Acts of the Home Synod in Constantinople, 
especially session 1, sections 534—540, translated in this volume on p. 26. 

189 See John ro:rr. 

190 See Luke 9:56 (lacking in the Greek New Testament; present in Vulgate). 
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the presbyter Renatus of the Titular Church of Saint Clement, but 
also my son, the deacon Hilarius, as our representatives; we have 
also teamed up with them our notary Dulcitius, whose loyalty we 
view as proven, trusting that the divine assistance will come so that 
he who has gone astray will be saved when the perverseness of his 
opinion has been condemned. 


Twenty-eighth refutation. Relying upon the letter’s explanation Flavian re- 
fused at Ephesus’ to anathematize the wicked doctrine of two natures 
although the same bishops who had spoken along with him at Constan- 
tinople did anathematize it after censure by the whole synod. I am aston- 
ished at God’s patience, though, in thus enduring the bishops’ volte face! 
For how could those who previously at Ephesus had condemned, verbally 
and in writing, Flavian, Domnus, and the Theodoretans, and deposed them 
as partners in Nestorius’s insanity for impudently asserting two natures in 
the one Christ, suddenly change their minds at Chalcedon? Proclaiming to 
the whole world by their own hand what they themselves had condemned 
verbally and in writing, and spurning the creed of the blessed fathers of 
Nicaea, they clearly gave out a new faith — something which could only 
befit the advent of Antichrist. As if it were not enough to be convicted 
by their own sentence they censured the emperor Theodosius of blessed 
memory on the ground that his views were incorrect as to the immaculate 
and spotless religion of the orthodox. Furthermore, they undertook to ef- 
fect the deposition of our blessed and holy archbishop Dioscorus who had 
at the synod of Ephesus shortly before been an object of entire praise and 
admiration to them, calling him a mighty guardian of the faith and canons 
of the fathers, so that the word of prophecy is confirmed in their case be- 
cause these are they who abhor judgment and pervert all right actions.’ 
They extol Flavian and those whose deposition with him they had effected 
at Ephesus, how often forgetting the holy apostle’s decision! For he said: 
“For if I rebuild what I overthrow I have proved that I am a transgressor 
of the Law." 

I quote some of the business transacted at the synod of Ephesus, includ- 
ing genuine letters of the pious and Christ-loving emperor Theodosius, 
verbatim interventions by archbishop Dioscorus of sainted memory and 
a written account of what each of the bishops present said together with 


191 That is, Ephesus II in 449. 192 See Mic 3:9. 193 Gal 2:18. 
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exclamations by the whole synod, in rebuttal and in answer to the acts of 
the synod of Chalcedon.’ 


Part IV: Eulogy for Dioscorus 


One must marvel and feel astonishment and weep bitterly at the sudden 
volte face of the bishops, at the way in which they came to all this blasphemy 
so as to destroy by their own voice and hand at Chalcedon what they had 
rightly confessed at Ephesus and to acquit under bribery men they had 
themselves condemned. Depriving the righteous of his justice they ven- 
tured too to depose, as they imagined, our noble father Dioscorus who was 
the only one of them to dissociate himself from their idea and acts. Just as 
Manasseh, who was once the minister of the devil’s rebellion, did not es- 
tablish idolatry before he had condemned the holy prophet of God Isaiah 
to a novel death, so those who lusted after Nestorius’s blasphemies could 
not confirm the document of rebellion before imprisoning the righteous 
[Dioscorus]. For they knew that he was of no use to them and withstood 
their evil deeds because he had the knowledge of God. So that they became 
heirs of woe, as the prophet says: “Woe to the unrighteous man to whom 
shall come evils as the products of his own hands.”"95 

With justice is he proved blessed by our Lord, that ever valiant and 
proven priest “Who did not walk in the counsel of the wicked or stand in 
the way of sinners or sit in the seat of the scornful, but his delight was in 
the law of the Lord and in his law did he meditate day and night” that 
spotless law, sent from holy heaven, by the Father, concerning his only- 
begotten Son, in the Jordan and on the Mount: “This is my beloved Son 
in whom I am well pleased.”'9” Initiated in this divine and spotless law and 
instructed in the prophetic and apostolic writings, he did not sit with the 
congregation of vanity or enter with the doers of iniquity but hated the 
assembly of evil ones and did not sit with the wicked. For he washed his 
hands in innocency’® and did not sully them with committing rebellion, 
because he chose to pass the rest of his life in exile, dishonor, and disgrace 
rather than surrender the holy fathers’ orthodox faith, thinking the riches 
of Christ’s mercy better than a good opinion amongst men. 


194 Part III, described in this paragraph, is omitted from the translation. 
195 Isa 3:11. 196 Ps 1:1-2. 197 Matt 3:17, 17:5. 198 See Ps 25(26):4-6. 
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For he was looking at the reward, and just as Joseph of Arimathaea, at the 
time of the Lord’s passion, when all the priests were scoffing at our Lord, 
utterly devoted man that he was, did not fall in with the godless presump- 
tion and fury of the murderers of God, but approached Pilate and asked for 
the immaculate body of Christ our Lord, and taking it down from the cross 
he wrapped it in a clean linen cloth and laid it down in his own new tomb, 
covering the visible nakedness; so too his utterly devoted and loyal Chief 
Priest of Alexandria, at the hour of rebellion, when all the bishops were 
denying faith in our Lord and dividing him into two natures, was the only 
true archbishop who had zeal for the blasphemed Christ. At that very mo- 
ment he exclaims, “I have zeal for thee, omnipotent Lord, whose apostolic 
covenant the pastors have forsaken and have denied the fathers’ faith, have 
exchanged truth for a lie and trampled on ecclesiastical ordinance; and I 
alone am left and they seek to take my life. Be my succour, O God, and 
house of defense and save me, for thou art my stronghold and house of de- 
fense. Thou art my God. Save me from the hand of sinners, from the hand 
of the wicked and oppressors because thou art my hope, O Lord. O Lord, 
thou hast been my hope from my youth up, upon thee have I leaned since 
the womb and from my mother’s belly thou art my protection. Thee have 
I praised at all times because I have become a sign to many. O Lord, be my 
strong succour because they have introduced heresy involving division and 
are teaching thy cities vanity. But I hate those who hate thee, O Lord, and 
have become hot against thine enemies: I hate them with a perfect hatred. 
They have become my enemies. But I have not wearied of following thee 
and man’s day I have not coveted.” 

And in the trials that befell him on account of this pure, true, and unalter- 
ing love he had for the Lord of glory, he was ever persistently confessing, 
saying, “Who shall separate me from Christ’s love? Shall tribulation or an- 
guish or persecution or famine or nakedness or peril or sword? Even as it 
is written ‘For my sake we are killed all the day long; we were accounted as 
sheep for the slaughter.’ Nay in all these things we are more than conquer- 
ers through him who loved us, being persuaded that none of the afflictions 
which touch us can separate us from God’s love in Christ Jesus our Lord.” 

So, therefore, after cheerfully moving from place to place, from exile to 
exile, for the sake of true and unshakeable faith in God, and having endured 
four years of this blessed struggle he was found worthy of a good end. 


199 See Mark 15:42-47. 200 Rom 8:35-39, with omissions. 
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Having completed a steadfast course and preserved a spotless faith, with 
radiant victories he reached the mansions which are above, being worthy 
of our Lord’s blessed voice which called out to him, “Well done thou good 
and faithful true minister! Thou hast been faithful over little, I will appoint 
thee over much. Enter into the joy of thy Lord.”*” 

Now I myself, having been found worthy by the invocation of the Holy 
Ghost to succeed him, on profession of the same faith as he had, the faith 
which has come to us from the holy apostles and blessed fathers, pray that I 
may imitate him in his struggle. For this reason I endure these things to the 
point of exile and imprisonment. Being beaten like a criminal I am yet not 
ashamed. For I know whom I have believed in and I am persuaded that he 
whose deposit I am can preserve me unto that day. For I know that blessed 
Paul has written: “The sufferings of the present time are not worthy of the 
glory which will be revealed in us.”** It is enough for me to recollect that 
blessing which comes from our Lord and saving God upon all who mean 
to live in true religion and are persecuted, “Blessed are ye when they perse- 
cute you and reproach you and speak all manner of evil against you falsely, 
for my sake. Rejoice and be glad, for great is your reward in heaven.”*° 

So, the blasphemy of the Council of Chalcedon has been clearly shown 
(though Eutyches was the excuse, Nestorius was the real concern) and they 
affirmed this blasphemy not in zeal for true religion but by currying favour 
with the sovereign at that time. That is why I composed this answer in 
rebuttal of their crime. If they listen and if they change their minds, repent- 
ing (how often!) and turning from the devil’s snare set by him for his pleas- 
ure and hating at any time the gloom of blasphemy, the light of knowledge 
will illumine their souls and they will return to the divine brightness of the 
Holy Ghost which those who were made from the beginning eyewitnesses 
and stewards of the Word and their successors, the holy fathers and pastors 
of congregations and luminaries of the churches, transmitted to us, so that 
they may annul out loud and condemn with their own hand all their wicked 
innovations. 

Because our Lord Jesus Christ, who desires not the death of a sinner but 
that he should turn from his wicked path and live, wanting everybody to be 
saved and to come to the knowledge of the truth, at one point cries aloud 
by the prophet: “O men, how long will you harden your hearts? Why do 


201 Matt 25:21. 202 Rom 8:18. 203 Matt 5:10-12, with omissions. 
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you love vanity and seek after falsehood?”’*+ At another time he admonish- 
es us: “Will the fallen not rise up or the errant not repent? Why has this 
people erred? The shameless has averted his face and they are caught by 
their own desire.” At another time: “And I said to her, after you have com- 
mitted all these whoredoms turn to me.” And again: “How long will ye give 
wrong judgement and respect the persons of sinners. I said, ‘Ye are gods 
and all of you children of the Most High,’ but ye shall die like men and fall 
like one of the princes.”*°5 Thus there are many other things in the divine 
books which can bring those who will look at them to repentance. The 
blessed apostle too prays with me: “We beseech you on behalf of Christ, be 
reconciled with God.”?°¢ 

Repent, rebellious children, remember, you who are far from the Lord, 
and let Jerusalem enter up into your heart. Seek the Lord and when you 
have found him, invoke him. When he has come nigh you, the wicked shall 
abandon all his ways and the evil man his thoughts. Restrain rebellion lest 
the Lord be angry and you perish from the right way. For lo, the judge is 
standing at the door. Behold his reward is with him and each man’s action 
is before his face. Henceforth he will come in his glory to judge quick and 
dead and to recompense every man according to his deeds. Repent! The 
end of each man is at hand. Save yourselves from this perverse generation. 
‘Towards those, then, who repent and turn wholeheartedly to God he is 
faithful and just to forgive their sins and to cleanse them from all their 
wickedness. In his pity he will raise them again to the dignity of adopted 
sons and will again call them a chosen race, a royal priesthood, a holy peo- 
ple, and a redeemed company, so that they may proclaim the glories of him 
who called them out of darkness into the excellent light of faith in him. But 
on those who resist and abide in that same evil faith he will have no pity or 
mercy, visiting their ways on their own heads. For it is a fearful thing to fall 
into the hands of the living God. But we, following in the footsteps of our 
holy fathers’ religion, will be zealous in their good fight and wait for our 
Lord Jesus Christ’s favour, eternal life. Through him and with him we offer 
glory to the Father along with the Holy Ghost for ever and ever. Amen. 


204 Ps 4:2. 205 Ps 81(82):6. 206 2 Cor 5:20. 
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Introduction by Mark DelCogliano 
Translation by R. ¥. Ebied and L. R. Wickham 


INTRODUCTION 


A number of letters of Timothy Aelurus survive in Syriac. These reveal 
‘Timothy in a more pastoral and less polemical light, as these letters are 
generally written to support miaphysites throughout the Roman Empire 
in the midst of not only their struggles to maintain their faith but also their 
challenges in creating a miaphysite church. One such letter was written to 
Claudianus. Identified as an abbot and priest, nothing more is known about 
him. The heading of the letter (which is not part of the original letter) 
claims that it was written in exile from Chersonesus. If that is correct, then 
it is dated to 464/5—-475. Toward the end of the letter Timothy mentions 
a small treatise he wrote when summoned by the emperor (presumably 
to Constantinople). If this happened under Emperor Leo, it supports the 
dating of 464/5-475. But such a summons is otherwise unattested. If the 
summoning refers to when Emperor Basiliscus called Timothy to Con- 
stantinople in 475, the letter must have actually been written after his exile 
in Chersonesus and thus must be one of his last extant works before his 
death in 477. No other evidence helps to decide the issue. 

Though anti-Nestorian and anti-dyophysite concerns appear, the focus 
of the letter to Claudianus is explicitly anti-Eutychian. After an exhortatory 
introduction in which Timothy expresses his solidarity with Claudianus, 
he begins to attack the Eutychians, whom he describes as just as wicked as 
the dyophysites, and catalogues what he sees as their heresies, appearing 
to acknowledge differences among them. All the Eutychians, according to 
‘Timothy, deny Christ’s real human flesh and claim that the Word of God 


1 Fora fuller introduction to Timothy Aelurus, see his Petition to Emperor Leo in this volume 
on pp. 129-133. 
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was changed when he became human, but some deny the incarnation alto- 
gether, calling it an illusion, while others assert that Christ’s body was un- 
created. Eutychians also deny that the Lord’s body was same-in-substance 
with Mary’s and indeed with those of all human beings. Timothy affirms 
this doctrine in no uncertain terms, adding that God remained immutable 
and same-in-substance with the Father in the incarnation yet without divi- 
sion into two natures, essences, hypostases, or persons. Such, says Timothy, 
are the doctrines taught by the fathers, and he urges Claudianus to remain 
true to them. 

The translation is based upon British Library Add. MS 12156, fols. 
35b-36b.? It was originally published by R. Y. Ebied and L. R. Wickham in 
“A Collection of Unpublished Syriac Letters of Timothy Aelurus,” Journal 
of Theological Studies n.s. 21 (1970), 32 1-369, at 366-369. It appears here by 
permission of Oxford University Press. 


TRANSLATION 


Another Letter Written by the Same? to the Priest and Abbot 
Claudianus from Exile at Chersonesus 


‘Timothy to the pious priest, Claudianus, and to all the brethren in Christ 
our Lord, greeting — 

Despite our long bodily separation from one another by God’s leave, yet 
I am convinced that we are firmly and constantly bound with the bond of 
spiritual love, always remembering one another through Christ. For those 
who hold the same views in common with the holy and orthodox fathers 
will be at pains to pursue, in common with them, the same noble course. 
Just as we have become fellow-heirs of the trials and persecutions which 
they endured, we believe that we too shall become with them heirs of God’s 
promises, as the divine scriptures have it: “For if we suffer with him, we are 
also in every way glorified with him.”4 “If we endure, we also reign with 
him.”s For I am convinced, because of the piety which is yours in our Lord, 
that you are running with us the same noble course in the cause of the 
orthodox faith, enduring suffering, persecution, and apostolic afflictions, 
knowing, as you do, that nothing “separates us from the love of God, which 


2 This is the same manuscript that preserves Timothy’s Against the Council of Chalcedon: see 
the introduction to this treatise on pp. 134-136. 
3 Thatis, Timothy-Ed. = 4 Rom 8:17. 5 2 Tim2:rz. 
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is in Christ Jesus our Lord.”° Thus shall we run faultlessly, through Christ, 
Iam convinced, pressing on towards the prize of the high calling of God. 
I have written about this, having gained the opportunity for which I have 
long been yearning, to send loving greetings to those who love us in our 
Lord. I am always particularly glad to hear good reports about you, “that 
you are standing united in spirit, laboring on with orthodox faith and that 
you are making a completely unperturbed stand against those who confront 
you. This is clear proof of their perdition, and of your salvation: This is 
from God,” as the holy Apostle says, “because it has been granted us in the 
behalf of Christ, not only to believe in him, but also to suffer for his sake.”’ 
Look out, then, dear and beloved friends, for dogs, who are really evil 
workers and enemies of Christ’s cross.* They, no less than the Diphysites, 
are ruining Christ’s flocks. For, during [36a] the course of these troublous 
times, many antichrists, of whom our Lord’s disciples spoke, have issued 
into the world. These antichrists neither acknowledge that Jesus Christ 
has come into the world in human flesh,’ nor believe that God the Word 
became man’? whilst remaining God unchanged. Their heresy is an an- 
cient and many-headed monster, which gained confidence from the wicked 
synod of the Nestorians at Chalcedon. Some of them say that our Lord’s 
incarnation was illusion, imagination, and unreal. But there are others, 
whom they anathematize, who fall into impiety equal with theirs, failing to 
understand either what they are saying or what they are arguing about." 
‘They have become unacceptable because they are worldly, unlearned, and 
void of every good work. Professing themselves to be wiser than the holy 
fathers and pillars of the church, they have truly become fools. For they 
are now preaching the evil doctrines of the Phantasiast3 heresy (things 
which the followers of blessed Athanasius, Julius, the elder Gregory, and 
Cyril anathematized) by saying that the body of our Lord and God Jesus 
Christ is uncreated, that body which was constituted of created manhood. 
They are asserting that God the Word was not ineffably incarnate from 
the Virgin, Mother of God, sharing blood and flesh in our likeness — so as 
to be made wholly like us, sin except, and so that in becoming truly man, 
he could be seen by earthly men revealed in human flesh for our salvation, 
and so that “he should also suffer in the flesh for our sake,” according to 


6 Rom 8:39. 7 Phil 1:27-29. 8 See Phil 3:2. 9 See 1 John 4:2-3. 
10 Throughout this translation Ebied and Wickham use “man” and “manhood” instead of 
the more correct “human being” and “humanity” — Ed. 
11 See 1 Tim 1:7. 12 See Rom 1:22. 13 The Phantasiasts are Eutychians. 
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the divine scriptures.'t Those who say that our Lord’s body is not created 
and that it is from an alien nature, presume to speak of our Lord as “not 
human in flesh” and “not consubstantial's with the holy Virgin who bore 
him.” For they imagine that our Lord’s flesh is of alien nature, not believing 
that our Lord was truly man for our sake and for the sake of our salvation. 
How is it that we are Christ’s members” — of his flesh and bones? How 
is he attested as a man, as our brother in the flesh and as of our stock, by 
the divine scriptures? Was he not consubstantial with the holy Virgin and 
with us by the providence of God, whilst remaining immutable God and 
consubstantial with the Father, not to be divided or separated into two 
natures, essences, hypostases, or persons? What a perverse argument it is! 
Seeing that the invisible uncreated God, in his everlasting and ineffable 
generation from the Father before the worlds, the same in his incarnation 
and ineffable birth from the Virgin, became without alteration visible and 
created man whilst remaining what he was. Whoever refuse to confess that 
our Lord’s flesh is created, and that it was of created manhood must needs 
blaspheme with the Arians. Let them call him “created” in his generation 
before the ages. For we have an unequivocal prediction about our Lord’s 
incarnation in Proverbs, running: “The Lord created me as the beginning 
of his ways, for his works” and so on."7 And also: “In the beginning was the 
Word and the Word was with God, and the Word became flesh and dwelt 
among us.” “For God sent his Son when the fullness of time was come, 
created of a woman and created under the Law, so that he might redeem 
those who are [36b] under the Law, so that we, through faith, might ac- 
quire adopted sonship.””” 

The madness of such evil workers as this has become known, and is man- 
ifest, through Christ, to all orthodox. For people like this, together with 
the Diphysites and their evil doctrines, are anathematized both by the holy 
fathers and by us, just as they are by you yourselves who share a common 
mind with us in singleness of soul. For I call God as witness concerning my 
conscience, that I have been a hearer of their many dreadful blasphemies, 
during my exile in Christ’s cause, blasphemies which hitherto I have not 
ventured to commit to writing to avoid polluting the hearing of simple 


14 1 Pet 4:1. 

15 Ebied and Wickham translate the Syriac term that represents the Greek homoousios with 
“consubstantial,” but elsewhere in this volume it is translated as “same-in-substance” — Ed. 

16 See 1 Cor 6:15. 17 Prov 8:22. 18 John 1:1 and 1:14. 19 Gal 4:4f. 
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folk. I stopped my ears at the time they spoke these blasphemies, and 
anathematized them to their face. I spread out my hands on the ground, 
saying: “earth, earth, listen to the Lord’s word! Write down these wicked 
men as cursed.”° I trust that if they stay unrepentant, uttering such blas- 
phemies and abusing the doctrines of the saints, they will be completely 
blotted out from the book of life, and not written down with the right- 
eous.*' For even though the deceivers and deceived,’* with the rest of the 
heresies, come against the righteous for harm, yet we, who intend to live 
in true religion in Christ Jesus, rejoice in our persecution, because we have 
been accounted worthy of suffering and bearing reproach for his name’s 
sake.*3 For truly you are our glory and joy, an elect generation, a royal 
priesthood, a holy nation, a peculiar people,* with a zeal for good works. 

Stand up, therefore, and hold on to the godly doctrines of our fathers, 
paying no attention to the impure and novel myths of these last difficult 
days. We too have execrated those ancient heresies which the holy fathers 
anathematized and cursed together with those same troublesome anti- 
christs, nurtured, as we are, in the knowledge of our Lord Jesus Christ. 
For, built up on our holy faith, we shall keep ourselves in God’s love, so that 
we may rejoice in the kingdom of heaven. 

I have written on these matters in many places, including Palestine, and 
my joy for all the orthodox is made complete by letters [which tell me] 
that they are standing firm in our Lord upon the holy faith which is ours 
and the fathers’, in unshaken constancy. I have confidence in my God, and 
have special joy because you are all devout and orthodox there. I have sent 
you a small treatise so that I might equip the true religion which you have. 
It was composed by me some time ago when the Emperor summoned me 
from exile to offer advice on the tumultuous problems of the church, the 
solution of the heresies mentioned above, and help on orthodox decrees. 
Although the Emperor who summoned me regretted it, we pray that God’s 
will may be done, rejoicing in our Lord. What has been granted the ortho- 
dox is, as it were, an invincible armory, established by the Lord against the 
heretical Diphysites and Phantasiasts. May our Lord Jesus Christ guard 
your hearts, abiding close to you till the end of the world, Amen. 


20 See Jer 22:29. 21 See Ps 68(69):28. 22 See 2 Tim 3:13. 
23 See Matt 5:11; Luke 6:23. 24 I Pet 2:9. 
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Introduction and Translation by Bradley K. Storin 


INTRODUCTION 


Under the leadership of Timothy II Aelurus (bishop of Alexandria 457- 
477) the anti-Chalcedonian church solidified communally, geographically, 
and theologically. The condemnation and exile of his predecessor, Dios- 
corus, spurred Timothy to rally nearly all Egyptian bishops and priests 
against the Chalcedonian Definition and in favor of language pertaining to 
the double consubstantiality of Christ. That is, Christ was both same-in- 
substance with God and same-in-substance with human beings. However, 
the rise of Timothy’s anti-Chalcedonian Church in Egypt did not faze the 
emperors Marcian (r. 450-457) and Leo I (r. 457-474); their respective 
reigns saw no attempts to reconcile. It was Emperor Zeno (r. 474-491), 
with the support of Bishop Acacius of Constantinople, who intended to 
secure a reconciliation between the imperial Chalcedonian Church and 
the Egyptian anti-Chalcedonian Church. Recognizing that there would be 
no fundamental theological agreement, in 482 Zeno and Acacius crafted a 
minimalist document aimed at identifying points of common agreement 
(the Council of Nicaea in 325, the Council of Constantinople in 381, the 
Council of Ephesus in 431, the Twelve Chapters of Cyril of Alexandria, 
and the respective condemnations of Nestorius and Eutyches); indeed, the 
document avoids any mention of “nature” or the Council of Chalcedon. 
‘Timothy Aelurus would likely never have approved of the document, but 
his successor Peter III Mongus (bishop of Alexandria 477-490) did, and 
with that, the Henotikon reconciled the Eastern Chalcedonians and an- 
ti-Chalcedonians — at least officially. In actuality the minimalism of the 
Henotikon allowed Eastern Chalcedonians and anti-Chalcedonians to use 
the document as a cover for continuing to promote their own positions. 


1 Several writings of Timothy are translated in this volume on pp. 129-186. 
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When Emperor Justin ascended to the throne in 518, he rejected it, much 
to the pleasure of the Western bishops, who branded the period in which 
the Henotikon was in force as the “Acacian Schism.” 

The text of the Henotikon only survives in the late sixth-century work 
of the church historian Evagrius Scholasticus (Ecclesiastical History 3.14). 
The critical edition on which this translation is based is J. Bidez and L. 
Parmentier, The Ecclesiastical History of Evagrius with the Scholia (London: 
Methuen & Co., 1898), 111-114. 


TRANSLATION 


14. Emperor Caesar Zeno — pious, conqueror, earner of trophies, greatest, 
ever august, Augustus — to the most reverent bishops, clerics, monks, and 
laity in Alexandria, Egypt, Libya, and Pentapolis. Knowing that the be- 
ginning, formation, power, and unconquerable armor of our kingdom is 
the only right and true faith, which through divine intervention the 318 
holy fathers expounded when they were gathered in Nicaea,’ and the 150 
equally holy fathers confirmed when they came together in Constantino- 
ple} we, night and day, make use of all prayer, effort, and laws so that 
God’s all-holy, catholic, and apostolic church — the incorruptible and ever- 
lasting mother of our royal scepters — is increased through it in all places. 
[We] also [want] the pious laity who remain in peace and harmony with 
respect to God to offer acceptable supplications for our kingdom with the 
God-beloved bishops, godly clerics, archimandrites, and monks. Since the 
great God and our Savior Jesus Christ, who took flesh from and was born 
of Mary the holy Virgin and Theotokos, commends and readily accepts our 
harmonious glorification and worship, the enemy nations will be crushed 
and obliterated. For all will bend their necks to our authority after God, 
and peace and its boons, fair weather, an abundance of fruits, and other 
advantages will be bestowed to human beings. 

In this way, then, since the unsullied faith keeps us and [112] Roman 
affairs safe, petitions were brought to us from godly archimandrites, her- 
mits, and other venerable men, who with tears beseech us that the holiest 
churches have unity, and that limbs be joined to limbs, which the hater of 
good — since the olden days — has hastened to divide, knowing that he will 
be defeated when he wages war against the whole body of the church. For it 


2 The Council of Nicaea in 325. 3 The Council of Constantinople in 38r. 
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is he who caused there to have been countless generations, however many 
as time has carried away from life during these many years, and that some 
departed [this life] deprived of the bath of regeneration while others make 
it to the exit inevitable for [all] human beings without sharing in the divine 
community, and that myriad murders were ventured, and that not only the 
earth but also now the air was defiled with vast quantities of blood. Who 
wouldn’t pray for a transformation of these things into something good? 

That’s why we are intent on you knowing that we, as well as the church- 
es everywhere, neither held nor hold nor will hold — nor do we know of 
anyone who holds — a creed, doctrine, definition of faith, or faith other 
than the aforementioned holy creed of the 318 holy fathers, which the 
previously mentioned 150 holy fathers confirmed. Even if someone were 
to hold [another creed], we would regard him as a stranger. For we also 
confidently believe, as we have stated, that this and this alone keeps our 
kingdom safe, and all the people who are deemed worthy of the salvific 
illumination are baptized once they receive this and this alone. All the holy 
fathers that gathered in the city of the Ephesians followed this too, those 
who also deposed the impious Nestorius and those who later thought the 
same things.+ This Nestorius we also anathematize together with Eutyches, 
as they think the opposite of what has been said, since we accept the Twelve 
Chapters proclaimed by [113] Cyril of sacred memory, who was once the 
archbishop of the holy apostolic church of the Alexandrians. We confess 
that the only-begotten Son of God and God — our Lord Jesus Christ who 
truly became human, same-in-substance with the Father according to the 
divinity and same-in-substance with us according to the humanity, he who 
came down and became incarnate from the Holy Spirit and Mary, the Vir- 
gin and Theotokos - is one and not two. For we say that both the miracles 
and the sufferings that he willingly endured in the flesh belong to one. In 
every respect, we do not receive dividers or confusers or introducers of an 
illusion, since the sinless incarnation from the Theotokos [that happened] 
in truth did not result in the addition of a son. Indeed Trinity remained 
‘Trinity, and one of the Trinity, God the Word, was made incarnate. 

And so, seeing that neither the holy orthodox churches of God every- 
where nor the most God-beloved priests presiding over them nor our king- 
dom has maintained or maintains another creed or definition of the faith 


4 Zeno refers here to the first Council of Ephesus, held in 431, over which Cyril of 
Alexandria presided. 
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against the aforementioned holy doctrine, let us unite ourselves and be at 
odds over nothing. We have written these words not to make an innovation 
to the faith, but to offer you assurances: we anathematize everyone who has 
thought or thinks something different, either now or at any point, either at 
Chalcedon or at any synod anywhere, but specifically the aforementioned 
Nestorius and Eutyches along with those who share their thoughts. Ac- 
cordingly, be joined to the church, the spiritual mother, and enjoy the same 
divine fellowship with it as we have, according to the 318 holy fathers’ 
aforementioned one and only definition of faith. Our all-holy mother, the 
church, expects to embrace you as legitimate sons and [114] desires to hear 
your long-awaited and sweet voice. And so, press yourselves onward, for 
by doing these things you will both draw to yourselves the goodwill of our 
Master, and Savior, and God, Jesus Christ, and be praised by our kingdom. 
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Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite, 
Fourth Letter 


Introduction and Translation by Andrew Radde-Gallwitz 


INTRODUCTION 


The letter presented here is part of a corpus of Greek writings by an un- 
known Christian author of the late fifth or early sixth century. The author 
wrote under the pseudonym of Dionysius the Areopagite, who according 
to Acts 17:34 converted to the faith after hearing the apostle Paul’s preach- 
ing in Athens. The texts penned in this persona would exercise an enor- 
mous influence on Christian thought up until the time of the Renaissance. 

The Corpus Dionysiacum contains four treatises — On the Divine Names, 
On the Mystical Theology, On the Celestial Hierarchy, and On the Ecclesiastical 
Hierarchy — as well as ten letters. The Fourth Letter is devoted to Christolo- 
gy. Io grasp the ideas expressed in the letter’s compact and difficult prose, 
one needs some orientation to the theology of the corpus more broadly. 
The author presupposes the Neoplatonist premise that what is complex 
comes from what is simple. In their complexity and variety, individual be- 
ings (ta onta) must be explained with reference to a first principle that tran- 
scends distinction and is therefore beyond being (to ov) or substance (ousia). 
In On the Divine Names, pseudo-Dionysius reasons that since God is the 
cause of the being of individual beings, we must deny that God is a par- 
ticular being or even being itself. It is not that God Jacks the perfection of 
being but rather that the language of being can be ascribed to God only 
in the sense in which an effect can be said to “preexist” in the cause from 
which it proceeds; we might say that being exists virtually in God. The 
same scheme of transcendent negation applies equally to other perfections 
such as goodness, life, and wisdom. 

How, then, does the author speak of the union of divinity and humanity 
in the incarnate Christ? Perhaps as a tactic for preserving the pseudonym, 
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the Fourth Letter does not publicize its dogmatic affiliation among the 
fifth- and sixth-century parties. No conciliar formulae are used. As early 
as 532 the Corpus Dionysiacum was read as implicitly anti-Chalcedonian 
and miaphysite, though other late ancient commentators such as John of 
Scythopolis and Maximus the Confessor read it in line with their Chalce- 
donian profession of two natures in Christ. Even so, the letter resists simple 
alignment with any party. From its standpoint, it is only in the incarnation 
that one can speak of “substance” at all for the Word. Where pseudo- 
Dionysius’s Christian contemporaries spoke of the Word “becoming flesh” 
(sarkoo) or “becoming human” (enanthropeo), the Fourth Letter uses the verb 
“became substantial” (ousidmenos, ousiothé). The one who is “beyond sub- 
stance” takes on substance in the incarnation. The letter would therefore 
clash equally with Chalcedonian and miaphysite parties, insofar as both 
speak of a divine nature or substance in Christ, whereas pseudo-Dionysius 
insists that Jesus, as divine, is above substance. Jesus’s entire substance is 
human, and this substance is equal with or “ranked together with” that of 
the entire human race, but his deity remains beyond substance. 

The mysterious union of supersubstantial deity with human substance 
has implications for understanding Christ’s activities. Herein lies the let- 
ter’s contribution to the Christological debates. While Christ is truly hu- 
man, he is not merely human, and this fact entails that his actions were 
performed in a “superhuman” manner. As proof of this characterization, 
pseudo-Dionysius mentions the virgin birth and Jesus’s walking on wa- 
ter. He denies that one can distinguish divine from human acts, such that 
Christ performed human acts humanly and divine acts divinely. Rather, he 
engaged in “a new god-manly activity” (kainen tina theandrikeén energeian). 
Numerous authors would adopt the phrase. A particular dispute arose in 
633 when Cyrus of Alexandria used the somewhat altered form “a single 
god-manly activity” to support the doctrine of monoenergism (the idea 
that Christ performed no specifically human activities), and thereby pro- 
voked responses from Sophrontus of Jerusalem and Maximus the Confes- 
sor.’ In late antiquity, how authors glossed pseudo-Dionysius’s pregnant 
expression said a great deal about their Christological commitments, even 
though the Fourth Letter’s author himself had left his own allegiances some- 
what opaque. 


1 See Sophronius of Jerusalem, Synodical Letter, and Maximus the Confessor, Ambiguum 5, 
translated in this volume on pp. 447-465 and 480-491. 
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The translation is based on the critical edition of Giinter Heil and Adolf 
Martin Ritter, Corpus Dionysiacum II: Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita. De Coeles- 
ti Hierarchia, De Ecclesiastica Hierarchia, De Mystica Theologia, Epistulae, 2nd 
ed., PTS 67 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2012), 160-161. 


TRANSLATION 
Letter Four. To the Same Gaius? 


How, you ask, is Jesus, who is beyond all things, ranked as a substance} to- 
gether with all human beings? Well, he is not called human on the grounds 
that he is the cause of human beings, but rather because he truly is human 
intrinsically in his entire substance.+ But we do not define Jesus in human 
fashion. For he is not solely human; he would not be above substance if he 
were solely human. Yet the preeminent lover of humanity is truly human; 
the one who is above substance became substantial from the substance of 
human beings — so that he is above human beings and on the level of human 
beings. The one who is always above substance is no less overfilled with 
supersubstantiality; indeed, abounding in it, he truly becomes substantial; 
he supersubstantially becomes substantial and he superhumanly performed 
human acts. There is proof — a virgin conceives supernaturally, and moving 
water bears the weight of material, earthly feet and does not yield, but by a 
supernatural power solidified to become incapable of spreading. 

So why would anyone recount all the other instances, which are many? 
Through them, one who looks with divine insight will also know — in a way 
that is above mind — that the things affirmed of Jesus’s love of humanity 
have the force of a transcendent negation. For in fact, to put it concisely, 
he was not even human, not in the sense that he wasn’t a human being, 
but in the sense that he was truly born human from human beings while 
being beyond humanity and above humanity; and, as for the rest, he did not 
perform divine acts as God and human things as human, but since he was 
God-made-man, he engaged for us in a new god-manly activity. 


2 The monk Gaius is the addressee of letters 1-4 in the Dionysian Corpus. 

3 In Greek, ousiodos. 4 In Greek, has auto kat? ousian holen. 

5 In Greek, theandriken energeian. The adjective, which our author apparently coined, is 
often merely transliterated by scholars as “theandric.” 
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Narsai, Metrical Homily on “the Word became 
Flesh” (Fohn 1:14) 


Introduction and Translation by Erin Galgay Walsh 


INTRODUCTION 


The long-lived Narsai — he died a nonagenarian ca. 500 — was a poet 
and teacher at both the School of Edessa and the School of Nisibis. His 
thought and works were foundational for the development of theology in 
the Church of the East. Steeped in Syriac literary traditions, principally the 
writings of Ephrem the Syrian, Narsai was also among the first generation 
of Syriac authors to be shaped by the theology and interpretative strategies 
of Theodore of Mopsuestia (d. 428) through translations of the Greek into 
Syriac.t The work of translating Theodore’s writings was centered at the 
School of Edessa and coincided with the fateful events around the Coun- 
cil of Chalcedon and the resulting strife surrounding the Christological 
debates. Narsai’s poetry displays his dynamic reception of both Ephrem 
and Theodore’s theological and interpretative programs. Working in the 
aftermath of the Council of Ephesus, Narsai became embroiled in the 
Christological controversies, often reflected in his poetry. At an uncertain 
date prior to the closure of the School of Edessa in 489, Narsai and his 
colleagues departed from Edessa, leading to the formation of the School of 
Nisibis within the Persian Empire. This intellectual center for the Church 
of the East supported theologians whose dyophysite Christological for- 
mulations were at odds with the Chalcedonian and miaphysite positions 
regnant within the territories of the Roman Empire. 

Narsai composed metrical homilies (~memre: sing. memra) on a range of 
topics including biblical interpretation of Old and New Testament figures, 
liturgical feasts, and doctrinal debates. There are eighty-one extant memre 


1 Selections from Ephrem’s Hymns on Faith and the surviving fragments of Theodore’s On 
the Incarnation are translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 235-269 and 420-488. 
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thought to exist, surviving in manuscripts and partially available in various 
printed editions. Narsai favored lines of twelve syllables, occasionally em- 
ploying lines of seven syllables as evidenced in the present work. There are 
several dialogue poems (sugyata) attributed to Narsai, but they are most 
likely pseudonymous compositions. The memre attributed to Narsai were 
preserved and widely read within the Church of the East and, since the 
sixteenth century, within the Chaldean Church as well, forming a pivotal 
stage in the development of its theological and exegetical tradition. 

The Metrical Homily on “the Word became Flesh” (memra 81) is an extended 
meditation on the opening verses of the Gospel of John and its implica- 
tions for Christological formulations. In this metrical homily Narsai re- 
flects the theological themes and concerns of Theodore of Mopsuestia and 
his followers, namely the notion of confinement of will (not of divine na- 
ture) within the human Jesus, properly understanding biblical verses con- 
cerning the notion of “becoming,” and the relationship of the Son to the 
Father. Narsai names his opponents as followers of Cyril, “the Egyptian,” 
sparring with them over their apparent confusion of divine and human 
natures. Their impiety, according to Narsai, debases the divine nature by 
confining it within the limbs of Jesus’s human body as within the womb 
of Mary, compromising the integrity of God. Narsai’s poetry, subtle in its 
argumentation and elegantly composed, advances the dyophysite view that 
the Word honored and elevated humanity through dwelling within human 
nature without confusion. 

This translation is based on the Syriac text printed in Mar Eshai Shi- 
mun XXIII, Homilies of Mar Narsai (San Francisco: Patriarchal Press, 1970 
[2007]), 2: 206-218. Due to missing verses within the Patriarchal Press 
edition of the szemra, I have used a manuscript attributed to Emmanuel bar 
Shahhare, ms. Vatican Library, Syr. 182, to reconstruct the missing vers- 
es, and I have signaled the emended passages below. Stanza numbers have 
been added by the translator. 


TRANSLATION 


1. [206] A new way was prepared for us,’ 
the word that John wrote; 
and he himself traveled upon it first, 
and he became a guide for all of us. 


2 See Matt 3:3; Mark 1:2; Luke 3:3-4; John 1:22. 
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N 


. He prepared the way toward the [divine] essence,’ 
and he showed that one and the same is [their] equality; 
for the Father and his Begotten One are one, 
and there is no time between him and his Begotten. 


3. And his voice became like thunder, 
and he cried out in the four directions; 
and fittingly [Christ] named “Son of Thunder”+ 
the one who proclaimed the word “in the beginning.” 


4. Listen, peoples, and pay attention, nations, 
to the new message that I proclaim: 
the Father who begot from his bosom 
the Son who is not younger than his Begetter. 


5. “In the beginning was the Word, 
and [the Word] was with God; 
and the Word was God,”5 
in actual being® and in authority. 


nN 


.O “mystery that was hidden 
from the ages and from generations!”’ 
The Son of Thunder disclosed it and revealed it 
to those above and those below. 


7. O John the herald, 
from the feeble race of Adam, 
to whom* the Holy Spirit gave the keys, 
and he opened the treasure of the [divine] essence! 


oe) 


. He ascended and reached the highest of heights, 
above the assembly of the spiritual ones, 
and the power of grace brought him near, 
so that he might speak about the [divine] essence. 


9g. He received the power and authority, 
and he proclaimed the word “in the beginning”; 
[207] namely that the Son was in the beginning, 
eternally with his Begetter. 


3 In Syriac, ‘“tuta. 4 Mark 3:17. 5 John 1:1-2. 6 In Syriac, gnoma. 
7 Col 1:26; see Rom 16:25; Eph 3:9. 8 That is, John. 
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10. He is everlasting with his Father 
as radiance is with the sun; 
for the sun does not precede its radiance, 
and neither does the radiance [precede] the sphere [of the sun]. 


11. The radiance of the sun is with [the sun], 
and there is no time that [the radiance] is not with it, 
with the Father is his Begotten One, 
and there is no time when he is separated from him. 


12. The Father is a true being,® 
and the Son is a being”? like him; 
and although he is called Father, 
there is no time between him and his Begotten One. 


13. He is a nature” that exists forever, 
and there is no beginning to his essence. 
Neither did the Father begin to be, 
nor is there for the Son a time for his begetting. 


14. The Father is an eternal [divine] Being,” 
for there is no time when he was not the Father; 
and the Son, who is perfect, is not lacking, 
for there is no time that he was not the Begotten One. 


15. The [divine] Being is far removed from time, 
both time and age are different from it altogether. 
And how could the [divine] Being possibly be limited, 
by the times that he himself constituted? 


16. And however much the [human] thought may search, 
it will find him beyond the times. 
Neither did the Father begin with his begetting, 
nor is there a time for the begetting of the Son. 


17. John named him the Word, 
which is forever with his Father, 


g In Syriac, gnoma. 10 In Syriac, gnoma. 11 In Syriac, kyana. 
12 In Syriac, ‘itya. 
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just as the word [is] with the soul, 
for [the word proceeds] from [the soul] and is with it. 


18. The word" is with the soul, 
and it departs from it and [still] is in it; 
The Son was with his Father, 
and he came to the world and was [still] with him. 


19. The word never departed 
from the soul and [never] went away from it; 
nor did the Son depart from his Begetter 
and remove himself by distance. 


20. [208] The word departs in all directions, 
and [yet] it does not remove itself from the soul; 
and while it is on [its] mission, 
it [still] is in the soul, wherever it is. 


21. Likewise the Word who [is] from the Father departed, 
and he came to the dwelling place of us mortals; 
and while he dwelt in our nature, 
he was entirely in his Father. 


22. Not openly visible is 
the word which is from the soul; 
[only] when it is written down with ink, 
it becomes visible in letters. 


23. And although [the writer] captured [the word] in letters 
and confined it within garments of ink, 
[only] nominally is it in letters, 
for it resides entirely within the soul. 


24. The pupils [of the eye] see the ink 
when they gaze at the letters. 
Yet the word does not allow its nature 
to be confined by the pupils [of the eye]. 


13 Originating with Athanasius but also found in Theodore, the sun and its rays, as well as 
the soul and its /ogos (“word” or “rationality”), are common images for the Trinity. 

14 Here Narsai uses “word” in the general sense of reason or rationality, hence the feminine 
form in use. He employs the masculine when referring to the “Word” or second person 


of the Trinity. 
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25. The Son was hidden along with his Begetter 
from the [creatures] above and below; 
and he was shown to us according to his will 
in the ink of the body of Adam. 


26. And although in his divinity he was clothed 
with the garment of our nature, 
[as for] his will, it [only] dwelt in our nature, 
while his nature remained in his hiddenness. 


27. The body with which he clothed himself did not confine 
his nature, which cannot be confined; 
neither did the eye of flesh see 
the hiddenness of his divinity. 


28. “Through him,” John said, 
“everything was fashioned which came into existence, 
and without him nothing came into existence,”'5 
for he willed and arranged all that came into existence. 


29. He is the wellspring full of life 
who possesses life in his nature; 
and from the life that is in his nature 
he distributed life to his creatures. 


30. Life is light 
which expels darkness from the living, 
and the darkness of error was not able 
to hinder the course of the light."* 


31. He was in the world for all time, 
[209] and the world had been fashioned by him; 
and while the world was his, 
the world did not wish to acknowledge him.’ 


32. The Creator came to his own, 
and his own did not receive his Word; 
but those who heard his commandments 
gained the authority of sons."* 


15 See John 1:3. 16 See John 1:4. 17 See John 1:10. 18 See John 1:11-12. 
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33. His own sons he named us, 
in the mercy that he showed to our race; 
for he begot us spiritually 
with a baptism of water and spirit.’ 


34. His good will he showed us 
as he honored us with the name of sons; 
and he confirmed the name of “sonship” 
by choosing for himself a dwelling place among his sons.’° 


35. The Word, John said, 
“became flesh and dwelt among us”;?" 
and we saw the glory of his hiddenness 
through the curtain of our humanity. 


36. He “became flesh” and he “dwelt among us,” 
and he showed to us his hidden glory; 
and while he himself was concealed in his nature 
through our body he revealed his glory. 


37. When he said, “He became flesh,” [he did not signify] 
his subjection to [the act of] becoming, 
but [rather he said] that he composed for himself flesh 
and dwelt in it by his will. 


38. For it is not possible that the Creator 
would come to a new “becoming,” 
and to a [divine] Being without beginning 
a time of birth cannot be set. 


39. If he was everlasting, 
how did he come to “becoming”? 
And if he came to “becoming,” 
he is far removed from “being [everlasting].””” 


4o. There is no beginning and end 
for the [divine] Being that is eternal, 


19 See John 3:5. 20 See John 1:12-13. 21 John 1:14. 

22 One of Narsai’s key arguments against his Christological opponents is that their 
formulations posit that God experienced “becoming.” Narsai interprets the Gospel of 
John as ruling out the possibility of real “becoming.” 
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and when something comes to be, 
its becoming precedes its nature. 


. If he is Being along with the Father, 


he is not limited in his nature; 
and if he confined himself in the womb, 
he is not [the same] Being as his Begetter. 


[210] If he is in every place 

and now he came into existence, 

how did he receive [his] constitution? 
A part from him or all? 


If all of him was bounded, 

he does not possess [the quality of] being unbounded; 
and if [only] in part he was bounded, 

then he was entirely bounded. 


And if he has the possibility of being bounded, 
either entirely or in part, 

then also the Father is bounded, 

for the nature of the Son is from him. 


How was he in his Father 

and [at the same time] dwelt in a womb of flesh? 
This is the question which is posed: 

how did he undergo the indwelling? 


If the disputers say that he is 

on high and below, 

being able to divide himself 

so as to be in the womb and on high — 3 


- then his will [would be] prior 

to his nature, which [itself] is from eternity; 
for lo, his will would subject 

and confine his nature. 


And if his will would be able 


to constrain and overpower his nature; 


23 It is unusual for the line to run into the next strophe. 
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then he would be changing all the time 
according to the wish of his will. 


49. And if his will is leading 
his nature as it wishes, 
where then is that essence*4 
that its nature possesses eternally? 


50. Let this rebuke be the answer to 
the impudence of the disputing ones, 
who abased the Being’ to lowly things 
by confining him within the womb of a woman. 


51. O those deprived of the light 
and journeying on darkened ways! 
How can it be that he would be confined, 
the nature [of] the [divine] Being within his own creatures? 


52. And if he were confined in his creatures, 
according to the word of the heretics, 
[211] his creation would be greater than he, 
for it would be able to contain his nature. 


53. How did he receive [his] composition, 
a nature thinner than spirit? 
[Did it happen] while he is in his own nature 
or in a nature that is not his own? 


54. Come explain to us your mysteries, 
[you,] the uncircumcised ones who did not circumcise their hearts;*° 
and teach us how we ought to confess 
concerning the Word that became flesh. 


55. Either reveal to us how 
the Word dwelt within [human] limbs; 
or prepare the armor and let us wage war 
and see to whom belongs the victory. 


24 Ihave translated the Syriac ‘“ituta as “[divine] Being” elsewhere. 25 In Syriac, ‘itya. 
26 See Rom 2:29. 
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You all, collect your arrows 

and stretch the strings of your bows; 

set as the target “the Word that became flesh,”*? 
and let us see who is on the mark. 


Over “the Word that became flesh” 
is the fight entirely; 

and I know that because of this 

you have prepared armor against us. 


With the armor of your master*® you want 

to wage a fight with us, 

for he forged the armor and clothed you with it 
against the Word that is from the Father. 


Come with your Egyptian master, 
let us seek the meaning of the verse, 
and examine [this] “becoming,” 
how the Creator began to be. 


Did he compose himself while he existed? 

Or did he just now begin to be? 

Or did perhaps another do the composing, 

while he was far removed from [the act of] composing? 


If he became, he does not [always] exist, 

and if he [always] exists, he does not become [just] now. 
For [that] Being cannot receive 

becoming once it [already] exists. 


Did he become flesh, according to your word, 
a part of him, or all of him? 

And how can a nature be divided 

that does not possess composition? 


[212] If he were wholly composed, 

then he would have been wholly bounded, 
and he would be bounded on every side, 
and he would have dwelt only in the womb. 


27 John 1:14. 28 That is, Cyril of Alexandria. 
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And if this were so, 

in what respect then is he not bounded? 

For behold the womb of flesh contained him, 
according to the stratagem that you composed. 


And if [it were the case that] part of him was composed 
and part of him remained in his nature, 

where then is there equality [between the parts]? 

For behold, he would have been divided in his nature? 


If the “Word became flesh,” 
let us seek whose flesh it is. 
Did he bring down [the flesh] from on high, 
or is it the flesh of humans? 


If his actual being’? became flesh, 

and he did not take the flesh from Mary, 
how then did it benefit our nature 

that he became flesh in his own [nature]? 


Empty then would the promise be 

that he made to David. 

And [only] in a metaphorical way would he be named 
“Son of David” while [in reality] he is not. 


How would mortals have been aided 

by the Word that “became flesh”? 

For he in his own nature became flesh, 
while our nature remained in its lowliness. 


Where then is it that he annulled 

the verdict of death from us? 

For by not taking the body from Mary, 
he would also not aid our mortal body. 


If, however, [it is] from Mary [that] 

the Word took the body and dwelt in it, 
this is proper for the knowledgeable ones, 
and truth bears witness to their words. 


29 In Syriac, gnoma. 
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Therefore the [divine] essence is not able 
to become flesh in its own [actual] nature,3° 
and fleshly becoming is far removed 

from the essence that is without beginning. 


Why is a veil spread out 

as a device over your words? 

Reveal [213] the purpose of your thoughts, 
and speak [openly] in the likeness of Arius. 


Him do your words reinforce, 

and him do your statements support. 

For he denied the [equal] essence of the Son,}! 
and he called [the Son] a servant and a helper. 


This is the entire fight 

of Arius, the disciple of deceit, 

who makes the Son lesser than the Father, 
and reckons him with his creatures. 


It is at his aim that you direct yourselves, 

you as well, O disputing ones; 

for you are hiding under an outer appearance, 
the impiety that is hidden in your words. 


Get out from the flock, [you] insolent ones; 
in the manner of sheep do not lead astray. 
For you corrupted the [clear] understanding 
of the two natures that became one. 


The impiety of your blasphemies has attacked rashly, 
and it was raised up to the height of heights; 

it abased the [divine] Being from its limitlessness 
and bound it with the ropes of limbs. 


Heaven and earth, pay attention and hear 
the impiety that the insolent spoke; 

for the [divine] essence that is unattainable 
they limited and confined it within the belly. 


30 Or “actual being.” In Syriac, gnoma. 
31 Here Narsai echoes pro-Nicene polemic against Arius. 
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80. As a shield in war 
they held this claim 
that the Word put itself together 
and became flesh, as it is written. 


81. How did you understand [the word] “became,” 
O teachers of novelties, 
and forget that [other phrase,] “he dwelt among us,” 
without examining its meaning? 


82. “He dwelt among us” John said; 
who dwelt in whom? 
Behold he showed us openly, 
the indwelling of the two that became one. 


83. If [John] called indwelling 
[the fact] that “He became,” [the expression] “among us” is needed. 
For lo, is it possible then that he dwelt 
even without there being “becoming”?33 


84. If he dwelt in another, 
then “becoming” is superfluous, 
and this is proper to his nature 
to dwell while not being bounded. 


85. Come, [214] therefore, O listener, 
examine my words [to see] if they are just! 
By the balance of your thought 
weigh my verses [to see] if they are wanting. 


86. Let the hearing of the words not trouble you, 
[words] spoken in contradictory ways; 
They are not [just] for examination, 
but a search for benefit. 


87. Itis a search full of advantages, 
and hidden in it is the hope for our lives; 


32 See John 1:14. 

33 This is a difficult verse to translate, but note the emphasis on dwelling rather than 
“becoming.” Observe how the author deemphasizes the meaning of the expression “He 
became,” stressing that “among us” means “dwelling [among us].” The miaphysites 
emphasize “He became” and deemphasize “He dwelt,” an opposite reading. 
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for [this search] restores to our nature 
the honor of the image that it had lost. 


This is what our fight is about, 

that the Word did not become less through the indwelling, 
but rather that it [the Word] assumed our nature 

and honored it through the glory of its greatness. 


This is the search concerning the indwelling 

in which we are engaged along with the audacious ones, 
that the [divine] essence was not diminished 

by [its] dwelling with humanity. 


[The term] “[the Word] became” means “[the Word] dwelt,” 
and “it dwelt” means that it assumed humanity 

and covered up the splendor of its greatness 

with the outer garment of a mortal body. 


[As for] the temple of the body, 

the Word, the [divine] Being, composed it and dwelt in it; 
he himself+ did not receive any composition, 

as the impiety of the heretics [claims]. 


He was not confined in his nature 

in order to be subjected to composition; 
neither was the temple that he had fashioned 
sufficient to confine his nature. 


Not in his [own] nature did he dwell, 
[but] in a human [nature] that he had assumed from us. 
[It was,] however, an indwelling of his will, 


in a union without separation. 


The Word wove a garment of flesh 

to hide his greatness in it; 

that human beings would see in a human being 
the image of the glory of his greatness. 


A promise that was not broken 
did he promise to Abraham and to David. 


34. That is, the Word. 
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And now he brought [the promise] to completion in fact, 
“in the beginning”}5 which is from the house of David. 


96. The Word is not the son of David, 
contentious ones, why are you fighting? 
[215] The Son of David is from our race 
[the one] whom the Word assumed and in whom he dwelt. 


97. His entire will did the Word accomplish 
in the body by dwelling in it; 
and while he contained his will in it, 
his nature was not contained in it.3° 


98. He was in [the body] entirely by his will, 
and by his nature [he was] in it and everywhere; 
for it is proper to the Maker 
not to be contained in his works. 


99. The body is his own work, 
and he wanted it to be for him a dwelling place; 
and while it did not confine his nature, 
he dwelt in it entirely by his own will. 


too. And perhaps the contentious ones will fight 
with our words, as they used to do, [saying:] 
the one who was made and the one who made, 
how do you call them one person?3” 


tor. “Made” do we call the temple, 
which the Word fashioned for his indwelling; 
and “Maker” [do we call] the Only-Begotten, 
who wanted to dwell in his creature. 


102. “One person” I call 
the Word and the body in which he dwelt;3* 
[This is] similar to soul and body, which are equal, 
and are called “one person.” 


35 “In the beginning” here refers to Christ, who is from the house of David. 

36 That is, there is a confinement of will but not of nature. 

37 In Syriac, parsopa. 

38 This line [2x7] does not appear in the printed edition. I have used ms. Vatican Library, 
Syr. 182 f.5r to reconstruct missing verses. 
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103. The soul is the nature of life, 
and the body [is] a mortal nature. 
And they are called “one person,” 
the two that are distinct one from another. 


104. The Word is the nature of the [divine] essence? 
and the body is the nature of humanity. 
One is a thing made and one is the Maker, 
[yet] they are one in union. 


105. The soul is enclosed within the body, 
[yet] its activity is outside of the body; 
and while the body is in one place, 
the movements of the soul are in all directions. 


106. The Word took residence within the body, 
[yet] it was on high and [in the] deep; 
and his humanity confined, 
and his divinity was everywhere. 


107. The soul does not suffer in the body 
while limbs are beaten, 
[216] and the divinity did not suffer 
by the pains of the body in which it dwelt. 


108. And if the soul does not suffer, 
while it is a made [thing] just like the body, 
how would the [divine] essence then suffer, 
the nature of which is above suffering? 


109. The soul suffers with the body 
through love and not by nature; 
and the pains of the body are said 
[to belong] also to the soul in a metaphorical way. 


t10. As one with him did he make in glory 
the human being that he assumed from us;*° 


39 In Syriac, “tuta. 
40 The Word made the human Jesus one with him, thereby out of his love assuming the 
weakness of humanity. This is not, however, a union of natures. 
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and because of the love towards him, 
he assumed his weaknesses upon himself; 


The soul dwells within the body, 

and the seeing ones do not see it; 

and while by its nature it is confined, 
the eyes of the flesh did not confine it. 


The Word also dwelt in our nature, 
without being confined by our nature, 
for it was a voluntary indwelling, 
rather than an indwelling of nature. 


Come, the proof is in our nature 

of the two natures that became one; 
one living and one mortal, 

and one hidden, the other revealed. 


Come now therefore, O quarrelsome ones, 
let us seek the search that is necessary; 
humble the pride of your words 

and know that your nature is feeble! 


Let us give up the search of the [divine] essence, 

for the [divine] essence is unattainable, 

and let us speak [instead] about the one of our race, 
whom the [divine] Being assumed and in whom he dwelt. 


He dwelt in him without confining himself, 

for his nature does not possess [the ability] to be confined; 
a mortal suffers in his nature, 

but pains did not affect the [divine] essence. 


As a rational image did he fashion him 
in order to show in him his authority; 
so that rational beings, when seeing him, 


would honor the hidden one through [217] the revealed one. 


In the holy of holies of his hiddenness 
the [divine] Being dwells secretly; 

and in the mediator of our race 

we see the image of his glory. 
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119. And for this reason he selected him and he dwelt in him, 
so that the hidden one in the visible may be revealed, 
and that through the curtain of his revelation 
we may worship his hidden nature. 


120. He made him Lord over his house, 
and ruler over his possessions; 
and he subjected to him the height and the depth, 
the rational ones and the mute equally. 


121. In him* the constitution of our image was renewed, 
for it had become tarnished by sin; 
and in us was effectively accomplished 
the [fact] that he called us his image.* 


122. Watchers and human beings worship him 
as the visible image of the king, 
while they are amazed at his appearance 
instead of the hidden nature of the Only-Begotten. 


123. In discernment listen and understand, 
[O] listener, the things that I related; 
let the thoughts not disturb you 
about “the Word that became flesh.” 


124. Behold I have prepared the path with words,* 
come, follow after my comments; 
you will find the spring of life 
at the end of the road [that] I have prepared for you. 


125. Give praise to the [divine] Being in its hiddenness 
in the visible one that he assumed for his indwelling; 
and honor the king through his image, 
because the king in his image is honored. 


126. For the road is difficult that we will walk upon 
toward the [divine] essence that is without beginning; 
in the one of our race [who acts] as guide 
he prepared for us the path of his hiddenness. 


41 That is, Jesus. 42 See Gen 1:26. 
43 See how Narsai returns to the imagery of the opening lines. 
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127. For it is not possible for the nature of creatures 
to contemplate the hidden Being; 
in the image that he fashioned he revealed to us 
the glory fitting of his hiddenness. 


128. [218] By a pledge that he took from us, 
he bound together the love of creatures; 
and by a mediator of our race, 
he reconciled us with his greatness. 


129. This is the reason of his coming, 
that he might come and renew our condition; 
and fasten the peace that had been loosened 
through the mediation of [the one who is] our beginning. 


130. For our comfort he fashioned 
a temple of flesh and dwelt in it; 
so that we might glorify in the outer sanctuary 
the One that is hidden in the holy of holies. 


131. The outer sanctity of his body 
we see with the eye of the flesh; 
and the holy of holies of his hiddenness 
[we perceive] by the spiritual movements of the soul. 


132. By the covering with Adam’s body 
beings above and below were held back; 
and creatures do not have the authority to see 
the holiness of the [divine] essence. 


133. Behold the way for life has been prepared — 
Come, quarrelsome ones, and walk upon it, 
and do not stumble upon the road 
of your doubting minds. 


134. In the confession about the [divine] essence 
let us not mix doubt with it; 
as the Son is equal with his Begetter, 
let us not bring him down to [a status of] weaknesses. 


135. Let us confess that the Word took on flesh, 
and willingly dwelt in our nature; 
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without his own nature being confined 
by the temple of the flesh in which he dwelt. 


. He dwelt within [the temple] entirely by his own will, 


and he remained entirely in his [divine] essence; 
and [only] in name he took on lowness, 
and associated it with his glory. 


Come, [you] who are in debt, sons of Adam, 
let us repay [him] with gratitude; 

to the Good One who brought our nature 

into association with the glory of his greatness. 
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Narsai, Selections from the Metrical Homilies on 
the Nativity and on the Epiphany 
Introduction and Translation and by Ellen Muehlberger 


INTRODUCTION 


In what follows, the fifth-century Syriac writer Narsai considers several 
moments from biblical stories in order to understand their significance for 
how Christians should think about Christ.’ Each of the vignettes Narsai 
discusses — the creation of humanity, an angel’s visit to Mary to announce 
her pregnancy, Jesus’s circumcision, and his baptism by John — offers a 
way to consider the purpose and nature of Christ as the Word of God. 
Throughout Narsai affirms the immutability of the Word even in the in- 
carnation and stresses that it was the human being who was the subject 
of these biblical events, not the immutable Word of God. Narsai holds 
that the immutable Word did not literally become flesh in the incarnation 
(since that would be impossible for the Word), but rather indwelt the hu- 
man being for the purpose of revealing knowledge of God. Narsai’s ideas 
about these situations and others frequently reflect the teachings of Theo- 
dore of Mopsuestia, a writer and church leader who died in 428 and whom 
Narsai revered.* That said, his ideas also go beyond Theodore’s teachings, 
and show us the development of Christian thought about Christ from one 
generation to another. 

What is more, these excerpts also show us how Christology developed 
in adverse contexts, in the crucible of direct argumentation between Chris- 
tians. About each situation, Narsai first presents his understanding of what 
is demonstrated about Christ, then turns to question his Chalcedonian 


1 On Narsai, see his Metrical Homily on “the Word became Flesh,” translated in this volume on 
PPp- 194-213. 

2 On Theodore, see his On the Incarnation (Fragments), translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 
420-488. 
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opponents, some by name (such as Eutyches and Cyril of Alexandria), about 
how their views are illogical in view of what he has presented. Readers can 
see, in the questions that Narsai asks, his principles for drawing informa- 
tion about the divine world from scripture and his assumptions about how 
real knowledge of the divine might be obtained. 

The three excerpts translated below are from Narsai’s Metrical Homily 
on the Nativity, limes 1-186 and 383-508, and from the Metrical Homily on 
the Epiphany, lines 277-470. The translations are based upon the edition of 
Frederick G. McLeod, S.J., Narsai’s Metrical Homilies on the Nativity, Epiph- 
any, Passion, Resurrection and Ascension, PO 40.1 (‘Turnhout: Brepols, 1979), 
37-49 and 60-68 (memra 4), and 86-98 (memra 6). 


TRANSLATION 
Metrical Homily on the Birth of our Lord from the Holy Virgin 


Refrain: Blessed be Christ, 
who on the day of his birth gladdened the world 


and made heaven rejoice. 
My companions, 


1 in love and tenderness, the Creator wished to restore the universe to 
life, 

so he sent his Son to turn the universe back toward knowledge of him. 

The Word of the Father proceeded from the Father, without 
alteration, 

and it came to our dwelling place, though it had existed in our 
dwelling place and in the universe. 

His will proceeded and it came with love to those on earth. 


al 


His nature continued without change in what it had been. 
The one who contains all did not proceed or alter in his nature, 
since there is no place for Existence to proceed within its own 
handiwork. 
For the act of procession does not entail change from what it is. 
10 Rather, it remains in that which it is forever, without change. 
He demonstrated his love to the human race by coming, 
so that the great name of his salvation could be raised before their eyes. 
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Adam’s contemptible lump of clay he honored with his descent, 
since, if Existence descended upon him, how much greater is he 
than the rest? 
15 It wanted to refashion [Adam’s] desolate image in the name of a birth, 
smelting it a second time in the furnace of the Spirit, renewing 
him. 
In the name of his Existence, he honored the soil of the son of 
dust. 
He had fallen and was tarnished, but he descended and raised him 
from the dust. 
He called him his reflected “image” corresponding to greatness 
20 because all that is created is greatly inferior to the Existence. 
Its nature is immeasurably higher than the nature of created things, 
and it did not obtain a visible image, as corporeal beings have. 
He magnified his image in the name of an image so that he might 
bind the universe in him, 
and so that all might acquire love for the knowledge of him 
through his image. 
25 The one who established the universe made the universe participate 
in the honor of his image, 
and in testing him, he taught them to hate iniquity. 
By his command, he tested [Adam’s] image, as if in a furnace; 
he put the beauty of his reason on display by means of a trial. 
Envy gazed on the superior rank of Adam’s image, 
30 conceived iniquity, and then begat treachery against the one who was 
innocent. 
Envy drew the bow of wrath by the string of treachery — 
it shot and struck [Adam] with the unyielding arrow of the desire 
for fruit.3 
By its treachery, it dragged the image of Existence’s name down, 
and by its schemes, it dissolved the love that structures the universe. 
35 It fouled the tranquility of kinship with the dregs of injustice, 
and cut off the path by which humanity advances toward that which 
is hidden. 
Speaking and unspeaking* beings were estranged from the human race. 


3 See Gen 3:1-4. 4 Or, possibly “mute,” i.e. beings without words or without reason. 
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Because of Adam’s fall, they cut off hope that he would rise again. 
Defiled demons mocked and laughed at Adam’s fall, 
40 and the ravenous leapt for joy when they saw the humiliation of the 
one who had been honored above all others. 
When the Good saw [their] contempt for its image and the Evil 
One’s pride, 
it pitied its image, lest it be ravished by the insolent. 
His love drew him toward pity for the image of his image, 
so that the force of his plans not be lost in its destruction. 
45 He had known, even before he formed [Adam], that he would cer- 
tainly err, 
yet his love predisposed him toward forgiveness, as the all-knowing 
one. 
He observed what happened before Adam even made his mistake, 
so it was not with remorse that he issued the threat of the path to 
death.5 
He had beheld [Adam] with his hidden eye, before he ever came 
into being, 
so and the transgression of his command - the desire for fruit — was 
clear to him. 
The cause of Adam’s debts was not hidden from his knowledge, 
and so it was not a novel thought that drew him toward salvation. 
The mystery he has revealed at last had been hidden with his 
Existence; 
our life’s salvation was prepared in the obscurity of his love. 
55 ‘To the end, he guarded the great riches of the aim? of his plans 
so that when the infancy of [Adam’s] heart matured, it would 
receive his riches. 
At the completion of the ages, he opened the storehouse of his 
divinity 
and enriched the universe from the deposits — that is, from the 
declaration of the hypostases.’ 


5 See Gen 2:17. 

6 In Syriac, the word is “force” or “power,” but in this context, “aim” captures the meaning, 
namely that God has had a plan from the beginning which is only revealed in time. 

7 In Syriac, gnome. 
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The mystery of the Son and the Spirit was hidden there, along with 
our salvation. 


60 And in our renewal, the universe learned about the ‘Trinity. 


65 


Because of us, the spiritual people have received a single 
confession: 

that divinity is three hypostases and one in nature. 

Before the handiwork [of creation], he opened the storehouse of his 
mercies within us. 

This way, speaking and unspeaking beings went up and enjoyed the 
heavenly resting place of life. 

He honored us over everything that exists at the beginning and the 
end 

since he called us his image and made us a dwelling place for his 
divinity. 

In the beginning, he honored us by the handiwork that his hands 
made 

and at the [moment of] completion, his love dwelled in us and 
spread over the universe. 

He did not send to us one of the spiritual ones for his operation; 


70 instead, he sent his own Word, and thereby called us toward knowl- 


75 


edge of him. 

Following the order of reason,® the Word of the Father proceeded 
from the Father: 

Hidden in the soul, it both proceeds and remains without change. 

By his will, it proceeded from the heights and came to the depths; 

he established a dwelling place inside the camp of the flesh, by the 
will of his love. 

‘They are hidden, the soul and the reason, from those who see; 

but ink and a tablet show them to eyes that perceive. 

The Word of the Father was hidden from the universe, together 
with the fact of its obscurity.° 


8 This is the first of several places where Narsai uses “word” and “reason” — which are the 
same word, me/tha, in Syriac — in a punning way. 

g That is to say, even the fact that the Word was hidden remained unknown to the universe 
until it was revealed; it is not as if the universe knew the Word existed, but its details of 
character were hidden. 
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But he depicted his will on the tablet of our body, and we see its 
glory. 

“A stylus depicts reason on a tablet” is only an expression: 

reason is in fact hidden in the soul and the mouth transforms it into 
words. 

“The Word lodged in a womb of flesh”” is also a reflected 
expression, 

and on the harpstrings of the body he sang his will. 

Reason is hidden in the soul but opened in operations. 

In the whole soul, and in the whole universe, it is unseen. 

The Son is with his Father and, with his love, a hidden one reveals 
[it] within a hidden one. 

All of him is in his Father, all of him is in the universe — he is 
unconfined. 

And if any among the creatures exist through him, 

he is within that one and outside it, without separation. 

Just as in Existence there is a hidden nature, it is right for us to 
confess 

that the child is with the begetter and is within the universe. 

Like the procession of reason, the Only-Begotten proceeded from 
his begetter. 

This will of his love lodged in a womb for our life’s salvation. 

It was not by his nature that he contained himself in a fleshly 
womb. 

His very will constructed flesh and made it his dwelling place. 

It was not that his nature, which contains [all] constraints, came into 
constraint. 

His will dwelled™ within constraint and accomplished things 
within it: 

To cut the judgment of death upon us, he willed that it should be 
void, 

and his willing installed the voiding of death within [the condition 
of] mortality. 

By this covenant™ he came to us, hidden in a visible thing 


10 See John 1:14. 
1r Another manuscript has, “His will clothed itself in something bounded ...” 
12 See Heb 9:15. 
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and in a member of our race he interpreted for us the power of his 
plans. 

His will proceeded and came to his own’ in order to affect his 
own 

as is right — one without constraints affects what is his. 

His will reached out by means of a spiritual messenger, 

and the angel proclaimed a new pronouncement to the ears of flesh. 

Ina sign of tranquility, his will seeded the soil of the flesh 

in order to uproot error and to sow hope where there had been no 
hope. 

The angel greeted Mary at the opening of his speech:'5 

to loosen the bonds of the pronouncement of the decree of death 

he mixed peace and grace, and gave it to the pure woman, 

so as to scour out the bitterness" the Evil One had sown in Eve’s 
ears. 

“Peace be with you, Mary of the race of Eve, begetter of death, 

since fruit from you loosens the bonds of mortality. 

Peace be with you, woman, camp of flesh, residence of the human 
being, 

in whose limbs the king wants to install his image. 

By the power of the Spirit, he wants to erect a shrine in your womb, 

for it to be a dwelling place for him to inhabit by his will. 

Without the pigments’ he depicts the image on the tablet of your 
body 

in order to signify in it the authority of his hidden child. 

He will be great, more holy, and more glorious than all, 

and he will receive the rank and great name of the name of 
Existence. 

The authority of David’s throne will be granted to him, 

and he will reign over all, never handing over his crown to another. 
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13 See John 1:11. 14 See Luke 1:35-37. 15 See Luke 1:26-38. 
16 This Syriac word, mertha, is curious; it is a generic biological liquid, and can mean gall, 


bile, humor, or poison. By itself, it is not “semen,” but the context makes it clear: Satan 
sowed his seed in Eve’s ears, and that is how she came to disobedience. 


17 “Pigments” can mean paint, but it is also a reference to a divine version of the mixed, 


opaque, and loosely liquid biological material referenced above. 


18 This imagined speech alludes to Luke 1:26-38. 
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Let them come forward, these quarrelsome children, clothed in 
pride! 
And let them show us to whom the angel’s words referred. 
125 Let Eutyches, fraud’s handyman, stand up, along with his students! 
And let them explain to us just who was conceived by the power 
of the Spirit. 
Let the Egyptian,” the deceitful apostle, come with him too! 
And let them show us just who received the throne of David. 
Let the bullies of our own times stand up with them too! 
130 And let them show us just who rules over the house of Jacob. 
Stand at the head of your army of partisans, Egyptian, 
and urge forward the ranks of your forces against the truth! 
The thrust of our reason is directed primarily against you 
because it is you who has confused the established order more 
than everyone! 
135 The rancid spring of passibility has bubbled up from you, 
as you have contained him who is without limit, constraining him 
to being within limbs. 
You expert among the heretics, answer us [this]: 
Whose conception did the angel proclaim in Mary’s ears? 
If the Word humbled itself and became flesh, 
140 what compelled the Spirit to come and perfect its conception?’° 
Why would he not construct what is his own in the womb, 
if the Spirit descended with the Father’s power and [only] then 
was he embodied? 
When did he abandon the name of Existence, which belonged to 
his begetter, 
such that only now he grants him the supreme name of holiness? 
145 Clarify and explain to us the hidden mysteries of your secrets: 
How did the Spirit fashion the Word of the Father in a womb? 
How did the Spirit embody a spirit without a body? 


19 Cyril of Alexandria’s opponents often referred to him as “the Egyptian.” 
20 Lines 139-140 are quoted in the Anonymous Apology for Narsai, translated in this volume 


on p. 424. 
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And how did a tiny receptacle contain the one who contains the 
universe? 
How did he who is without beginning interrupt his continuity 

150 and begin to be made new, quite opposite his nature? 

Whose is the flesh that the Spirit constructed into limbs? 

Was it his own flesh or was it from Mary’s body? 

Did he change to flesh in himself or in our nature? 

Clarify! Point it out to us so that we can know your aim, you 
aimless marksman! 

15§ Ifit is his own nature that became flesh in the womb, 
then the promise of his words to David was false. 

And if the flesh he constructed by his own power was from us, 

then what was his own has remained his own, without change. 

But if he changed himself, whether with respect to what was his 
own or someone else’s, 

160 then he has Existence in name but not reality. 

There is no Existence whose continuity time can interrupt; 

if it is interrupted, it is not Existence, but something temporal. 
We should not say this like faithless people, 

but instead should confess that all of Existence is without end. 

165 For neither the height nor the depth nor anything in them 

can shake the Word’s residence [that comprises] the confession of 
our soul. 

We should not have another hope in which we take pride, 

except that in our body, the Word did not diminish. 

Let both speaking and unspeaking things shout with us, with voice 
or silence, 

170 that the Word of the Father remains in himself without change! 
His nature was not changed nor did it become contemptible flesh — 
instead, he took flesh from what is ours and honored it with what 

was his. 
His nature remained in its own glory with no alteration, 
and he made our nature, which he took, one with him in honor. 

175 The one hidden from the universe did not come for the purpose of 

becoming flesh; 
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He constructed flesh so that he could indicate his hiddenness 
with it. 
By the power of the Spirit, he constructed a human being from 
the woman, 
so that in his revelation human beings could see the one hidden 
from the universe. 
Without the pigments of human seed,” he depicted him in the 
womb 
180 so that her conceiving him would be elevated over the order of 
human beings. 
In the Spirit he formed him; the Spirit of his will’s power filled 
him, 
so that from his fullness he might grant life and bring the universe 
to life. 
He made him complete, whole in body and soul, 
so that, by him, body and soul would be free from slavery. 
185 As its chief, the one who contains the universe chose him from the 
universe 
to give life without end through him to the universe. 


kK Ke O* 


The child?? for whom the sword was bared escaped 
and came to his manifestation by showing forth the prophecy.’3 
385 Mary repaid the one who manifested the infant; 

she offered a sacrifice to the one who opens wombs according to 
the law. 

She marked him with the seal of the house of Abraham upon his 
limbs 

so that in him might be ratified the great covenant for which the 
nations*4 had waited. 


21 This makes clear that Satan’s “pigments” mentioned above are a biological material that 
creates things in the womb. 

22 The selection begins just after Narsai has retold the story of the slaughter of the 
innocents (Matt 2:16-18). The “child” here is Jesus. 

23 See Matt 2:23. 24 Or “Gentiles.” 
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Look! A demonstration by which the veil of words is made 
transparent! 
390 We should investigate: whose flesh was circumcised by a hand of 
flesh? 
Come [forward], quarrelers who confuse the orders of flesh and 
spirit! 
Let’s see who sealed his flesh and who offered sacrifices: 
If it is that the Word changed its essence and became flesh, 
what forced him to seal himself with the seal of humanity? 
395 And ifitis that he received circumcision on his body, on that which 
he became, 
how is the promise that he spoke to the just brought to 
completion? 
How could the nations become kin with the house of Abraham 
without a body of the house of Abraham receiving the seal? 
So then he broke the promise made to David, too, 
400 since Mary did not bear the son of David, but the Word??s 
Either show us whose body it is that received the seal, 
or come learn and quit the pride of your minds. 
Why do you wander down the false road of the Word’s 
“conception”? 
Come to our side, and we will show you the road of peace! 
405 Why do you incline toward the target that the Evil One has set 
up? 
Extend your understanding and confess together with us the two 
that have become one. 
‘The Word and the body — friend of the bridegroom — set up a 
target for us. 
Come and learn with [your] understanding the one living 
confession: 
It is written, “The Word became flesh,” [but] not by nature; 
410 rather, the Word dwelled in the flesh, hidden in what is visible.’¢ 
It said, “he dwelled,” not that he changed from what he is. 


25 Lines 399-400 are quoted in the Anonymous Apology for Narsai, translated in this volume 


on p. 425. 
26 See John 1:14. 
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For it is not possible that he [both] became and dwelled in his 
hypostasis. 
It is possible for one to dwell in another in perfect love, 
but how is it that one could dwell in his own hypostasis? 
415 The Word of the Father humbled himself by his own will?’ 
And his power dwelled in the pure body that Mary bore. 
He did not humble himself in his Existence and arrive at birth. 
The will of his love sojourned with another and called it by his 
name. 
It was not his Existence, which is hidden from the universe, that 
Mary bore. 
420 She bore a human being exactly like all those of its race. 
It was not the spiritual being, who is without structure, that 
[human] hands circumcised. 
It was a corporeal being that corporeal hands circumcised.** 
Mary is a human being, from the humanity of Adam’s lineage, 
and the child from her is like her in body and soul.’ 
425 Mary is equal to women in how she was fashioned, 
but her child is greater than all the children of the daughters of 
Eve. 
Her child is like corporeal ones in body and soul, 
but he is holier and more glorious than corporeal ones because of 
how he was fashioned. 
His nature is like hers from whom he exists, 
430 but it is above her since his structure did not come from seed. 
He is fully human through the completeness of his body and 
soul, 
but he is also God, since he became the dwelling place for the 
God of the universe.3° 
He is the child of a human woman, in that the nature of his 
structure is from her, 


27 See Phil 2:8. 

28 Lines 419-422 are quoted in the Anonymous Apology for Narsai, translated in this volume 
on p. 424. 

29 Lines 423-424 are quoted in the Anonymous Apology for Narsai, translated in this volume 
on p. 424. 

30 Lines 431-432 are quoted in the Anonymous Apology for Narsai, translated in this volume 
on p. 424. 
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yet he is the child of Existence, as he becomes worthy of it 
through the power of the one who assumed him. 
435 In body and soul he is like his corporeal companions, 
while with respect to authority he is equal with the Word, as the 
child of the Father. 
In conception, birth, and bodily sufferings, he is entirely human, 
while in the glories he has received and inherited, he is God 
entirely. 
My thoughts have conceived no division between Son and son — 
440 let no heretics challenge my distinguishing words! 
I have spoken of two natures, distinct, one from the other, 
but I am not introducing two persons,}' as the unjust do. 
I know a single one, in the Word of the Father and the body that 
is from us, 
when I worship the spiritual in the corporeal. 
445 My mind offers one confession, without division, 
and I kiss the king’s garment because of the king. 
I have distinguished the natures because of suffering and glories — 
but the passible and impassible — Word and body — are one. 
There has been a quarrel about Mary, or rather, about the one she 
bore, 
450 and this is why I have drawn back the veil in my distinguishing 
words. 
Existence does not have a fleshly mother, heretic! 
Why do you disturb truth’s beauty with the filth of your 
iniquity? 
The one hidden from the universe has not come to a new 
existence. 
The one who contains the universe is not constrained within a 
womb. 
455 Mary is the mother of the second Adam, not of Existence. 
And she even bore without copulation, like the land does.33 


31 In Syriac, prosopa’, a transliteration of the Greek prosdpa, as opposed to the Syriac gnoma. 
32 See line 35 above. 
33 Lines 455-456 are quoted in the Anonymous Apology for Narsai, translated in this volume 


on p. 425. 
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‘The command that gave a sign to the earth and brought forth 
Adam, 
that same command depicted the image within her limbs, in the 
likeness of Adam.34 
He decided to nullify the sentence of judgment with which Adam 
was condemned, 
460 and, from the condemned, he made an innocent man, and thus 
acquitted Adam. 
By the desire for fruit, the first one was condemned and 
condemned his children. 
But by perseverance, the second Adam received innocence. 
In Mary, he nullified the divine pronouncement spoken in the ears 
of Eve. 
There was death, but here is life that enlivens the universe. 
465 Within the ears of Eve, the Rebel sowed the bitterness of death.35 
Within the ears of Mary, the angel pronounced the song of 
confession. 
He confined Eve within the prison of labor-pains; 
in the blessings given to Mary, he dissolved his threat. 
Because of Adam, he cursed the land so it would bring forth 
thorns; 
470 and through the son of Adam, he worked the land with tranquility 
so it might yield glory. 
He wanted to renew the image that had been sullied with the 
impurity of iniquity, 
and to recast it in the Spirit and to plate it with spiritual gold. 
In the soul and the body, mortals sinned and were condemned to 
sin, 
and they were released in a single human being, body and soul. 
475 By this agreement, he took a human being from a woman 
and armed him with the Spirit so he might save his race from the 
Violent One. 
‘Thus it is right that we give the name of pure one 


34 Lines 457-458 are quoted in the Anonymous Apology for Narsai, translated in this volume 
on p. 425. 
35 Again, this is zertha, which usually means an organic bodily liquid. See line 110 above. 
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to the mother of the image in which is signified the image of the 
hidden one. 
Her child we should call “Messiah” and “the king’s son” and 
“Lord” 
480 and the likeness of the servant who has become Lord by the one 
who assumed him. 
If the heretics stumble upon the path of my words, 
they will be striving against him whom I have called Word and 
body. 
I learned from him to apply the name of “servant” and “Lord” to 
him 
when he said, “Behold, I am going up toward my Father and my 
God.”3¢ 
485 Ifhe is God, how is he going up toward his God? 
And if he is the Maker, how does he receive existence a second 
time? 
Heretic, the Divinity has no God! 
Also, the one who establishes the universe has no Maker! Stop 
your blasphemies! 
Shush! Do not cry out like Legion, the head of your ranks! 
490 Go, take a break from the strife of your blasphemies.3’ 
Let us come to an agreement not with you but with the truth! 
Neither death nor life will divide us from [our] confidence. 
Let light not mingle with darkness, since it is foreign to it; 
let our own confession not mix with counterfeit ones. 
495 Fixed in us is one confession of one God, 
as he is forever, as he is without change. 
It is written in our hearts that he has a child, born from him, 
and it is confirmed for us that there is no time between him and 
his child, 
and that the Spirit is also a hypostasis from him, we do not 
doubt. 
500 Itis indeed equal to him in all the things it possesses divinely. 
Let us also confess that which happened at the completion of the 
ages: 


36 John 20:17. 37 “Your” here is plural. 
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that he has saved us by his Son and has reconciled with us from 
top to bottom. 

“By his Son,” I said — that is, the Word from him and the body 
from us, 

one spiritual and one bodily, the hidden and the visible. 

‘Two in nature — the likeness of the made and the Maker, 

one in Existence, who decided to honor his own by his own. 

All knowledge is fitting to him, as constructor of the universe, 

as he wisely led his own to knowledge of him. 


* 


*O* 


Metrical Homily on the Epiphany of our Lord 


The forerunner** obeyed the sender regarding the things he 
heard, 

and the priest assented to place his hand on the high priest. 

O John, who ministered in the outer sanctuary, 

was yet worthy to enter the holy of holies, which was forbidden! 

O, child of our race, who was lacking and required forgiveness, 

yet opened the storehouse that had been hidden from all 
generations! 

John did not enter the sanctuary of the high priests, 

but he symbolically prepared an entrance to that of heaven. 

He completed the rite that he was ministering according to the 
Law 

and began to minister in a higher rank according to the Spirit. 

He abandoned the service of washing at the house of the Jews 

and began to proceed in regulating the absolution of the nations. 

He approached baptism, the great sea that cleanses sinners, 


38 The selection from this metrical homily begins just after a passage that expands upon 
Jesus’s agreeing to be baptized by John. 

39 John the Baptist is the forerunner and the priest; God is the sender and Christ is the 
high priest. 
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and thus opened the gates that had been closed to human beings. 

The high priests descended to the water, immersed [themselves], 
made it holy, 

and conferred the Spirit’s lifegiving power. 

The holy one drew near the soft, silent element# 

and made it a womb that would give birth to human beings 
spiritually. 

He descended and was plunged into the watery womb as if it were 
a grave, 

and he rose and was brought to life and resuscitated Adam 
symbolically. 

He ascended from the womb of the new mother, one not found in 
nature, 

and the Spirit descended and anointed him with divine power. 

It was in the Spirit that he* anointed him — not with the Law’s 
anointing oil, 

but with the special anointing oil that far exceeds anything like it. 

The Spirit descended and remained upon him in the form of a 
dove# 

and in this manifest appearance, he showed forth his hiddenness. 

‘Through the dove he showed that he had received all the riches of 
the Spirit. 

And in him [the Spirit] remains, without change, according to the 
manner of its indwelling. 

Through the peace-loving bird, he depicted the scene 

of the one through whom peace will dwell in the universe, 
undisturbed. 

In the sign of the dove, the power of the hidden one descended 
and remained in him. 

And the Father ratified it with his pronouncement, “This is my 
beloved.”43 


40 Namely, the water. 41 Presumably, the Father. 

42 See Matt 3:16; Mark 1:10; Luke 3:22; John 1:32. “Form” here is typsa in Syriac, and 
“dwelled” could also be translated “remained with.” 

43 Matt 3:17. 
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He anointed him with the Spirit as one would an athlete, to 
prepare for the contest. 

And he caused the contest’s spectators to hear the announcement. 

The spectators heard only the announcement that the Father 
proclaimed, 

but they did not see for themselves the anointing that took place 
in the likeness of the dove. 

He anointed him in a hidden manner, only before the eyes of the 
one who was performing the rite, 

for the great procedure of anointing demands it so. 

To priests alone it is permitted to sanctify the anointing oil, 

since as associates they observe the magnitude of its power. 

Similarly, John, as one administering the rite and friend of the 
bridegroom,# 

became worthy, by a revelation, of seeing the Spirit that 
descended. 

It was he alone who saw the gift in the likeness of the dove, 

and who bore witness and said the scene was true and its declaration 
was great.4 

“T saw the Spirit,” he said, the hidden nature in the symbol of the 
bird 

that descended; what was hidden remained in what was 
manifested in perfect love. 

The mediator testified that he performed the rite so that the 
Spirit would descend 

and the Father has cast his hand** by his declaration to the symbol 
of our renewal. 

Now that he has finished the watery procedure and the Father has 
sealed it, 

let us ask who is it that received the Spirit and the name of 
“Son”? 

Who is it on whom he descended and remained in the symbol of 
the bird, 

and who is it that has been designated the Son, in whom he was 
well pleased and whose love he has completed? 


44 See John 3:29. 45 SeeJohn 1:34. 46 That is, the Father indicated his agreement. 
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Who it is that descended to the watery womb, like someone who 
lacks?47 
330 And who is it that the Spirit anointed in power and who is it that 
acquired power? 
If it is the Word who composed his existence and became flesh, 
why didn’t he anoint his flesh in his own hypostasis? 
Why didn’t he grant power by his [own] power during the act of 
composing his body, 
so that the Spirit would not have to descend and empower his 
body in the act of anointing? 
335 Ifhe is equal with his parent in love and power, 
why would a name be added to him, as if it were a favor to one 
who lacks? 
If he is spiritual and same-in-substance with the Father and the 
Spirit,* 
why does one descend and another bear witness, and then he is 
exalted? 
How does one descend to his companion without acquiring a 
limit? 
340 And how does Existence anoint Existence without one of them 
necessarily lacking? 
The reason for the anointing oil is the great rank of majesty, 
because the inferior one receives the rank by reason of the 
anointing oil. 
And if the Spirit of holiness anoints the Only-Begotten and fills 
him with the Spirit, 
then he receives anew the rank of great glory. 
345 And if he receives that greatness in baptism, in anointing, and in 
pronouncement, 
how can he be equal to his parent and the Spirit that is from 
him? 
And if [all] these things that I have said are not fitting are not in 
reality fitting, 


47 That is, someone who has not been baptized. 
48 Literally, “a child of the substance,” which is how Syriac translators often rendered the 
Greek term homoousios. 
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we should ask who is it who has been made great by reason of the 
anointing oil? 
The one who lacks nothing cannot become blessed by someone 
who is inferior. 
350 Io someone already holy, what use is holy anointing oil? 
A fleshly womb cannot contain the one who contains [all] limit, 
and the great rank cannot magnify the one who is elevated above 
all. 
He who is Existent abides in his Existence forever. 
The nature of his glory cannot be changed from what it is. 
355 Every one that is perfect in the name of Existence cannot admit 
change. 
And if it does not admit change, then it is only with an adopted 
name that it acquires Existence. 
Everything created lacks the power of its creation, 
and it is not established apart from the assent of him who 
establishes it. 
The one who is magnified in stages is magnified by another. 
360 Butas long as he is [already] great, he is not magnified beyond what 
he is. 
Within natures, there is none that magnifies himself into what is 
not his. 
So, how has the one who magnifies the universe changed his 
existence into ours? 
For our part, let us not say or contemplate, as the unjust do, 
that the Word of the Father expanded his own nature into ours, 
which he had assumed. 
365 He who has been magnified in stages is the assumed, not the as- 
sumer. 
He is insane [who says that] he is the one who acquires the higher 
name by the power of his assumer. 
The image sullied by the filth of iniquity, by desire for fruit, 
is the one the Spirit smelts in the furnace of baptism. 
The potter took a wretched vessel of soft mud 


49 See Gen 3:6. 
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and changed it, making it a vessel useful for glorious things. 

The creator took the nature of Adam’s earth 

and shaped it in water and fired it in the Spirit. It acquired 
beauty. 

Our nature was taken over, then taken hostage for death and evil, 

and by our nature, the creator repaid our race’s debt. 


375 The beauty of our fine image was sullied in our iniquity’s hateful- 
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39° 


ness, 

and he changed it, depicting us with spiritual pigments. 

Evil spite had blotted out our outward characteristics 

and now he had transformed and engraved them inside the tablet. 

Our race he had cast into exile, as it was wicked, 

and when it had been humbled, the voice that had cast it out 
inclined to it in love. 

It was entangled in Sheol, and the fetters of death had been placed 
upon it. 

‘The compassion that had fashioned it pitied its humiliation and 
descended to save it. 

It was entirely rotten, torn to pieces by the pains of iniquity, 

but mercy bandaged it and washed away the rot of its iniquity. 

He chose one limb from the whole body of humanity 

and taught it in the Spirit how to treat the pains of the members 
of his race. 

He chose one human being recently, out of the [normal] 
procedure, 

and by him renewed the nature that had withered in mortality. 

This one he did not depict using the pigments of human seed. 

He prepared the pigment of the Spirit, then depicted him, in body 
and soul. 

He composed him in body and soul, making him in Adam’s 
likeness 

so that he might renew the body and soul of his fellow human 
beings. 

He composed a fitting dwelling, and made it with the will of his 
love, 

so that by his composition, he might bind the universe in his own 
love. 


234 


395 


400 


405 


410 


415 


Narsai, On the Nativity and the Epiphany 


In the temple of his body, he wanted to receive humanity’s worship, 

and with its manifestation to show the power of his hiddenness to 
the universe. 

For thirty years, he reared him in body and even soul, 

as he became great before spectators and also before [God].°° 

After a while, when the growth of his body was complete, 

he wanted to signify the renewal that would be completed in him. 

From his race, [God] chose a single forerunner, and sent him 
ahead of [Jesus]. 

And he went forth to make the announcement, the voice to whom 
the scripture referred.*" 

He gathered and summoned the children of Jacob who had been 
dispersed 

and made them hear the news of the king for whom they were 
waiting. 

He invited them to the feast of the spiritual bridegroom, 

and through persuasion they accepted the king, though they did 
not want to. 

He named him “Lamb” and called him “the sacrifice that absolves 
the universe,”* 

then he depicted in his baptism death, life, and the renewal of the 
universe. 

He compared him with a bridegroom because of his love for 
humanity, 

and the children of his race who cleaved to him he called “bride.” 

He played the bridegroom by means of the feast of faith 

and cleaved to the church of the nations,‘ his holy betrothed. 

He hid her with the garment of baptism in the place of the 
purple 

and placed upon her a crown entirely woven from the signets of 
the Spirit. 

With extensive adornment, he showed the spectators his glory, 

namely that, though he is earthly, he gave him the crown of the 
kingdom of the heights. 


50 See Luke 2:52. 51 See Matt 3:3; Mark 1:3; Luke 3:4. 52 See John 1:29. 
53 See John 3:29. 54 Or “Gentiles.” 
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The Father's voice magnified him beyond all humanity 
by the testimony of “This is my beloved,” and “He fulfills my 
will.”55 
The Father cries out, the Son is baptized, and the Spirit descends: 
420 three witnesses who subscribe to the authority of the king. 
He is a member of our race who was baptized and acquired 
sonship. 
Dominion was given to him, along with the exalted crown. 
It is he whom the Spirit anointed with power and upon whom he 
dwelled 
and about whom the Father testified, by saying that his love is 
true. 
425 It is he who is worthy to be the dwelling place for the Father’s 
Word, 
and he has been honored by the name of Existence, which is 
above all. 
He also testifies about the actions that have happened around 
him, 
which were performed within a human being who is like 
humanity: 
a human baptism and a body that was baptized by bodily beings. 
430 Thus, he instructed [humanity] about the path that led toward 
renewal for the members of his race. 
The rank and name that he inherited proclaim that he is from 
mortals 
and that he became, by grace, both heir and Lord, in the heights 
and in the depths. 
The Spirit he received in the sign of the dove revealed and 
signaled to us 
that he is of [our] race, which is lacking and insufficient. 
435 By the gift, he has fulfilled and completed its lack, 
and has brought the members of his race to participate in the 
riches of the Spirit. 
He was baptized, like all bodily beings, in ordinary water, 
and baptism’s womb spiritually gave birth to him. 


55 See Matt 3:17. 
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In the name of the Existence — the three names — he was baptized 
and made holy: 

the Father in the voice, the Son in the love, and the Spirit in the 
anointing oil. 

‘Three names completed for him the name that he had received, 

and he was magnified in name and in deeds, and reigned over all. 

At the annunciation during the conception, he promised him the 
name of sonship, 

and he completed it with a symbol, by means of a spiritual birth. 

The angel said, “He will be Son of the Most High,”5* 

and this was completed for him by the pronouncement that his 
Father ratified. 

Behold, the actions taken regarding him cry out like heralds: 

it was a human being who received the Spirit in the dove’s form 

and a human being whom the Spirit anointed with hidden power, 

so that, by the power of the Spirit, he might persecute demons and 
heal diseases. 

He was a human being in body and soul except for iniquity, 

and he’ anointed him in the Spirit and he became in power God 
the human being. 

I call him by the name “human being” because of his body, 

and I give him the name “God” because of his rank. 

I call him one — Word and body, Son of God, 

one in Existence, indivisible by distinction. 

I have divided the natures, but not the sons, into two names. 

I know [hin] to be one, the Son of Existence and the son that is 
from us. 

I call him “Messiah” and “Son” because of these two things: 

that the Spirit anointed him and that, in love, he became the Son 
with the Word. 

Regarding the Word and the body, when I say they are two by 
nature, 

it is akin to the body and soul within a single human being. 

The soul in the body, and the body in the soul — they are distinct 
but equal, 


56 Luke 1:32. 57 Presumably, the Father. 
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and everyone witnesses that they are two but are designated as 
one. 
465 The Word in the body [is] in an order like the reasoning faculty in 
the soul, 
which is in the soul and [yet] outside it without being divided 
[from it]. 
In this order the foundation of my own reasoning faculty’s 
confession is set, 
as I join two that are distinct into one complete thing. 
If the heretics oppress me with [their] slander, 
470 let them demonstrate who it was who was baptized and whom the 
Spirit anointed! 
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Philoxenos of Mabbug, Letter to the Monks 
of Senoun (Selections) 
Introduction and Translation by Ellen Muehlberger 


INTRODUCTION 


Philoxenos of Mabbug (ca. 440s—523) wrote prolifically in defense of his 
theological positions. Especially important to him was the unity of Christ’s 
nature, a position he thought that the most powerful Christians of his day 
had mistakenly abandoned. Written toward the end of his life and after his 
removal from his office as bishop in favor of a supporter of the Chalcedoni- 
an Definition, this letter outlines the fine details of Philoxenos’s miaphysite 
Christology. For him, the process by which the Word had become human 
was key for understanding the entirety of Christianity; the questions about 
how and when this “humanification,” as he called it, had happened are pur- 
sued in the letter to an extent that can seem excessive, but the mechanics of 
humanification mattered to Philoxenos for two reasons. First, a mistaken 
idea about this process could lead one to think wrongly about the status 
of Christ, that of his human mother Mary, and about the efficacy of salva- 
tion itself. Second, getting the details of humanification wrong could lead 
people to think that, in addition to the Trinity of Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit, there was a fourth deity, named the Lord or the Son, who resides 
outside the Trinity. This letter is an especially clear description of this kind 
of thinking, which seemed to introduce the prospect of a quaternity of gods 
rather than a Trinity into late ancient Christian conversations. 

‘The monks to whom this letter was written were, in Philoxenos’s view, 
a scarce remnant of right thinking and right practice, rare in the world 
and worth protecting with care. To preserve their piety, they needed to 
be taught the smaller points of the Christology they should hold and, at 
the same time, be informed about the errors that might enter their think- 
ing without warning. So, Philoxenos works in two rhetorical modes in the 
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letter, one constructive and one contrastive. First, he explains the proper 
way to read and interpret common biblical passages from which late ancient 
Christians drew information about Christ’s nature. Then, he catalogues for 
the monks the errors he sees in others’ thought, including the theological 
positions affirmed by the bishops gathered at the Council of Chalcedon. By 
giving his readers a map of errors and a catalogue of the heretics who made 
them, Philoxenos was inscribing a set of boundaries between himself and his 
community on one side and those with whom they disagreed on the other. 

This translation is based on the Syriac text prepared by André de Hal- 
leux, Philoxéne de Mabbog: Lettre aux moines de Senoun, CSCO 232, Scrip- 
tores Syri 99 (Leuven: CSCO, 1963), with selections representing about a 
third of the whole letter, pages 1-32 and 95-96. 


TRANSLATION 


A letter from Mar Philoxenos, bishop of Mabbug, to the modest monks of 
Senoun about the humanification of the Single One and the faith, against 
those who divide the natures and activities after the union and who separ- 
ate out within the Lord, who became human, the miracles to God and the 
sufferings to the human being. 


This Letter was Written during Philoxenos’s Second Exile, which was in 
the City of Philippolis.* 


Saints, it is clear from those apostolic words that were spoken by Paul that 
no one can enter the kingdom of heaven without difficulties and trials. But 
your way of life is also a witness to the fact that Paul had taught the disci- 
ples, whom he had recently brought to the gospel, to hold fast during the 
difficulties and trials they were enduring from Jews and pagans, when he 
testified to them and said, “It is with great difficulties that we must enter 
the kingdom of God.” And you, too, in your way of life offer testimony that 
the Apostle’s words are true: you have become disciples in order to take on 
all manner of difficulties and trials. You, too, are proclaiming with Paul to 
every person, “It is with great difficulties that we must enter the kingdom 
of God.” Thus through your own way of life you have become witnesses 
to the Apostle of truth’s words so that you would become disciples, in a 


1 Anote added by the compiler of Philoxenos’s letters. 2 Acts 14:22. 
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manner, by enduring all difficulties and trials. And in that way, you should 
cry out to all along with [Paul], “It is fitting for us to enter the kingdom of 
God through great difficulties,” as you become true witnesses to his words 
and your own through your harsh way of life and your heavy trials. 

Tell me, why does seclusion confine [you] inside the monastery? Or, to 
start from the very beginning, why the hair shirts and the fasting and the 
asceticism} and the service and the silent fasting and the unceasing psalm- 
odies and the long kneeling and the prayers at all hours? Why the asceticism 
with [2] food and denying yourselves any kind of rest? What about the hos- 
pitality you show one another, the psalms sung with assiduous feeling at all 
moments, the tears shed and the groans sent upward, the rationed food and 
measured drink? Some of you even wear the burden of hair!+ Though you 
are yet living in the body, you shut yourselves up in tombs. Through your 
faith in those who have departed — whom you know are dead in the body — 
you whisper with them as you would with the living. This is both because 
the hope of resurrection is firmly established in you, but also because you 
remember what has been written: “God is not the God of the dead, but of 
the living, for all are alive through him.” But, look, it is not that you testify 
to everyone along with the Apostle by your mere deeds that one can ascend 
to the kingdom of God only through great difficulties, and that without 
such things a human being will not be able to be delivered from sin, or even 
to live in righteous ways. Rather, you began your discipleship through those 
deeds, and you have grown up in them since childhood. The Lord has given 
them to me now, to begin at the arrival of my old age. Perhaps he will take 
pity on me, so that I not miss out on the life that is to come, or be alienated 
from the salvation whose arrival I have demonstrated. 

But I hear that you have now added to your monastic ways of life also 
apostolic work, and to your proven righteousness a zeal on behalf of the 
orthodox faith. It is fitting that the one who is wise in his way of life also 
acquires knowledge about the faith; that the one whose body is free from 
appetites should also be free from foreign worship;° and that the one who 


3 Literally, the nazirutha, a reference to the Nazirite of Num 6; in Syriac it denotes 
abstinence or separation from an activity, often but not only sexual activity. 

4 That is, they wear garments made from hair or other itchy material, intended to cause 
discomfort. 

5 Luke 20:38. 

6 Literally, his soul should be “released from foreign worship,” a phrase meant in contrast to 
the free “body” in the earlier clause. 
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overcomes sin through contests and labors should also prevail over error 
through the wisdom that comes from the faith. You first tamed the fervor 
of the body [3] and look! You are now subduing the arrogance of heretics 
by being a good example to the church’s children of how not to partici- 
pate with rebels. Once you heard the Apostle proclaim, “What partnership 
could there be of light with darkness, of Christ with Satan, of the believer 
with the non-believer, or of the temple of God with demons?”? You sepa- 
rated yourselves, being wise disciples of the Apostle, from partnership with 
those who are servants of Satan and temples for demons. 

That is why they are like Jews and pagans, reckoning Christ as an or- 
dinary human being, according to what they learned from the Slanderer, 
whereas we, guided by Paul, [reckon] Christ as God — great, life-giving, and 
saving. As he says, “We look with blessed hope for the revelation of the glo- 
ry of our great God and Savior, our Lord Christ.”* Moreover, they say that 
God “dwelled” in Christ, just as he did in any of the prophets, meaning that 
Christ was merely a human being in whom God dwelled. We do not think 
that! Rather, we confess that Christ was God by nature, who became hu- 
man without change. He remained one, even after he became human and 
as he was before he became human. And he is as he is, God from God; he is 
a human being without alteration, from a human woman. We do not speak 
as they do, saying that one entity dwelled in another, or that God dwelled 
in the human being, as if he were two and not one who had become human. 

Rather, we understand that he dwelled in us as God by his grace, which 
is how we became “temples” for him. As divine Paul said about us, “You are 
the temple of God, and the Spirit of God dwells in you. Whoever corrupts 
the temple of God, [4] God will corrupt him.”? For every baptized person 
is a temple of God, and the Spirit of God, which he received in baptism and 
also through Christ who gave the Spirit, dwells in him: “Jesus breathed on 
the faces of the apostles and said to them, ‘Receive the Holy Spirit.’””'° And 
where the Spirit which he gave is, he also dwells through his Spirit. This is 
why the Apostle referred to the Spirit of God dwelling in us, and said that 
whoever corrupts this temple will, according to the decree of the Apostle’s 
judgment, also be corrupted by God. 

Those who are corrupting the human beings who have become temples 
for God are the impious Nestorians who worship a human being. They 


7 2 Cor 6:14-16. 8 Titus 2:13. 9 1 Cor 3:16-17. to John 20:22. 
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teach everyone to think that Christ is a human being, and not God who 
became human because of us. By advising each person to deny the faith, 
they are intent to wash away even baptism. The evangelist said, “Che Word 
became flesh and dwelt among us.”"' What is this Word? It is Jesus, who 
said, “I came from the Father and came to the world.”” [The evangelist] 
also said at the beginning of the book, “In the beginning was the Word, 
and he was God, and he was with God, and all things came into being by 
him; without him, nothing came into being.”"3 In reference to the Word 
of God he writes that he “became flesh,” which is to say, he became a fully 
human being, to reveal the entirety of the human being in him. But he was 
not transformed from what he was — truly God — when he became a fully 
human being. For the purpose of teaching that he did not leave behind his 
divinity when he willed to become a human being (which he had not pre- 
viously been), he said, “He dwelt among us,” not, “He dwelt in him.” That 
is to say, he dwelt among us and not, as those people say, in a human being 
who was devised after him. 

We [all] are the ones who become temples for him, not just [5] one 
human being from among us who became something like a fellow of the 
prophets. And what [the evangelist] said — namely, that “he dwelt among 
us” — was for the purpose of teaching that he did not change from being 
God when he endeavored to become a human being, since it is not pos- 
sible that flesh “dwelt among” flesh. Yet it is for this reason that, if he had 
changed into flesh, or changed into something outside of what he was, in 
order to become human, there would be no opportunity for this Word to 
“dwell” in us. But through his becoming, “he was seen on the earth and 
lived among human beings.”"4 And since he was not changed, he dwelt in 
us as God does in temples, through the Spirit. But he is one Son and Lord 
in two respects: in his being God and, with this, in his becoming a human 
being. And he remains one even after he became human, just as he had 
been before he was embodied. One from the start, when he did not have 
flesh, and one recently, when he had a body, since the flesh that he assumed 
from us became his own, and not that of another human being devised be- 
fore him. 

That is why we confess that we receive “the living body of the living 
God,” and not the ordinary body of a mortal human being, as well as “the 


11 John 1:14. 12 John 16:28. 13 John r:1-3. 14 Bar 3:38. 
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living blood,” which grants life through all the holy sips we receive and not 
the ordinary blood of one corruptible human being among us. Indeed, that 
is what is preached by the heretics. And he did not call his body sanctified 
bread nor his holy blood mere wine, made great by a blessing; rather, he 
spoke about each of them truthfully: that they were his body and blood. 
“Jesus took the bread,” it says, “and blessed it, broke it, and gave it to his 
disciples, saying, “Take and eat — this is my own body, broken for you for 
the forgiveness of sins.’ He also took the cup, gave thanks over it and said, 
“Take, drink from this, all of you. This is my blood, which for you will be 
shed for the forgiveness of sins.’”"5 He called the bread the body and the 
wine the blood, not those of some other person but his own. 

Who is the person who [6] said such things? The same one who, a little 
while later, would be crucified; he who received vinegar and gave us his body 
in return; he who drank sour wine’’ from a sponge and in return joined his 
holy blood to us; and he whose side was pierced by the soldier’s sword, and 
from it, as was written, “blood and water poured forth,”"’ a baptism along 
with the absolving blood. For baptism was indicated by the water, and by 
the blood the holy mysteries which, when we take them continually, purify 
us from every sin and remove us from the authority of death and the grip of 
corruption. For thus it is written: when they had dined together with him, 
it was known that they were eating the original Passover, for which a lamb, 
the child of a sheep, was slaughtered. At that moment he also began to give 
them the food of the new Passover, his own, which was made complete 
through the true sacrifice of his person. For this reason, he was slaughtered 
for us, like a lamb, the child of a virgin, who was also the Lamb of God. 

“Behold,” it said, “the Lamb of God who takes away the sin of the world!”"* 
The Father testified about the same one that John called a “lamb,” and of 
whom he said that he “takes away the sin of the world,” saying, “This is my 
beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased.”'® While [the Father] was indeed 
pleased with him as anyone would be with a genuine son according to his 
nature, he was also pleased with him in a new way, when he was embodied 
and became a sacrifice on behalf of all humanity. It is like, as it is written, 
what this Son also said to his Father: “You have not wanted sacrifices and of- 
ferings; and you have not requested burnt offerings for sins, but you granted 
me a body and behold, I came to do your will, God.”*? And how does the 


15 Matt 26:26-28. 16 John 19:28-29. 17 John 19:34. 18 John 1:29. 
19 Matt 3:17. 20 Heb 10:5-7, quoting Ps 40(41):6-8. 
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Son do the will of the Father? First, by becoming on our behalf a human be- 
ing from Mary. He wanted to have a mother, one who had not known mar- 
riage, in addition to having one father. While he was a single one, he became 
the firstborn of many siblings. Having given circumcision to Abraham, and 
having ratified the law through Moses, [7] he received circumcision and 
kept the law. He permitted Moses to offer sacrifices and received them in all 
times, while he was a single one with the Father; then he offered them anew 
to his Father in that which he did on behalf of all, as a priest. 

When he became the firstborn of the Virgin during his human birth, he 
also became, in his hypostasis,*' a sacrifice of reconciliation to his Father 
on behalf of all humanity, when he bore in the flesh death on a cross. Even 
though he lives, just as the Father and the Holy Spirit do, in his becoming a 
human being like us he took on our death. However, he did not lose his life 
when he died, since he did not cease to be God when he willed to become 
a human being. Thus it is the Lamb of God, the Son of God, about whom 
the Father testifies, “This is my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased.” 

John the evangelist also said, “The blood of Jesus his Son cleanses us all 
from sin,”*? as well as, “Who is it that conquers the world if not the one 
who believes that Jesus is the Son of God? He is the one who came through 
water and blood and spirit, Jesus Christ, not only through the water, but 
through the water and the blood. And the Spirit is the one who testifies 
because the Spirit is truth. These three testify — the Spirit and the water 
and the blood — and the three are one.”*3 These are the words of John, the 
chosen one who was loved by Christ,*+ the one named “Son of Thunder”?’s 
and called “Son of Understanding.” He was the one who first understood 
the Word of God,” and so he spoke like thunder and announced him to the 
world. He is also the one who fell upon Jesus’s breast and asked who would 
betray him.’? It is this one about whom he says, “He saw and testified; his 
testimony is true, and he knows that it is true,”** [8] “so that you may also 
believe.”*? And what did he say, this person who attests that his word is true? 
“The spirit, the water, and the blood, the three are one.”3° He indicated the 
Word by “the spirit,” the body by “the water,” and the soul by “the blood,” 
saying that the three are one, God, made human and ensouled, just as one 
who says that his divinity and his humanity are one — which they in fact are! 


21 In Syriac, gnoma. 22 1 John 1:7. 23 1 John 5:5-8. 

24 See John 13:23 and 21:24. 25 Mark 3:17. 

26 Reading meltha rather than mawtha. 27 John 13:25. 28 John 19:35. 
29 John 20:31. 30 1 John 5:8. 
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How do the foolish Nestorians sometimes divide this one, who was made 
human, into two, or at other times into three, by saying that God and the 
human being are two, or that the Word, the body, and the soul are three? 
Look, John testifies and says that the three are one: spirit and water and 
blood. And if anyone were to understand [any of these] — the soul, and the 
body, or the Holy Spirit, the absolving blood, and the baptismal waters — as 
a manifestation of the Word, then respond to each of these opinions, “The 
three are one.” It is unlawful to think of them as two natures, or as three, 
since the Spirit cannot be counted alongside that with which it is already 
united, nor can the Word of God be counted alongside the flesh after being 
united with the flesh. 

Tell me, then, whom ought we Christians obey? Those who say that God 
is one thing and the human being is another? Or the evangelist, who testi- 
fies that the three — the Word of God, the body, and the soul — are one? It is 
common knowledge that God assumed two things from us when he became 
human: the flesh through his incarnation and the soul from his ensoulment. 
His body he gave to be crucified on our account, just as he said, “This is my 
body, broken for you for the forgiveness of sins.”3" “Broken” here indicates 
the fact that it would be crucified. He offered his soul on our behalf as well, 
as he said in his own words, “The good shepherd gives up his soul for his 
sheep.”3? And also, “I have the power to give up my soul and I have the power 
to take it back again.”33 If the body and soul [9] that belong to the Word are 
ours, and he gives them} as if they were his own on our behalf, then, I repeat, 
all humanity is saved by God. Even though Adam was entirely under a curse 
and corrupted, he was still entirely assumed by God and made new. 

The Lord, who became human, gave his body unto death on behalf of 
everybody and his soul on behalf of the salvation of all souls. Our entire 
nature was recreated anew, anew through him, as a new human being, just 
as Paul said, “We have been entirely created by God anew, a new human 
being for good works.”35 Thus, God is not in one way in the person of 
Christ, but another as a human being, as the impious fool themselves into 
thinking. Rather, it is the invisible God who became a visible human being, 
and this visible human being was the invisible God. They are not known 
in two numbers as a single person, like they craftily say, but instead as the 
one person and one nature. He is the one who became human; this one 


31 1 Cor 11:14; Matt 26:28. 32 John ro:rr. 33 John 10:18. 
34 Reading with MS V: yhav enon. 35 Eph 2:10, 15. 36 In Syriac, parsopa. 
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who is from God the Father is also from a mother, a human being without 
change. God is the human being and the human being is God, without any 
mixture or confusion. 

The mystery of the union is incomprehensible, and the action of the as- 
sumption is ineffable, since that which is enacted in the person of God is a 
miracle and cannot be captured by the mind of the creatures. “Why is it in- 
comprehensible?” the divider may ask. It is incomprehensible because when 
the Word existed, it became flesh, but when it became flesh, it did not cease 
being the Word, because it remained one even after becoming flesh, just as 
it was, as a unity from even before its becoming; because while it was in the 
womb it still rested on the throne; because while it was confined in the belly 
it filled the heavens, the earth, and all creation; [10] and because when it was 
conceived as an embryo, it was also the power of the Most High; because 
when it was understood as a bounded thing, it was also in every place with- 
out bounds; because while he was begotten from the Father, he also willed 
to be born from a mother; because it was perfect in the fact that it was God 
and it also appeared perfect in the fact that it was a human being. It is tan- 
gible to corporeal beings while it is yet intangible to spiritual beings, visible 
to human beings while invisible to the orders of angels. 

The actions that are made known by those words are not subject to 
knowledge, such that they can be comprehended; rather they are distin- 
guished solely by faith. So, you do not comprehend them; you will know 
them solely by [having] faith in them. That which seems to be ignorance 
with respect to faith is in fact knowledge; and the knowledge a person 
seems to have toward faith should be thought of as ignorance. The faithless 
think they know, and because of this they are ignorant. They reckon they 
know something which in fact cannot be known. At the same time, those 
who have faith are reckoned to be wise because they confess that the thing 
in which they have faith is incomprehensible. And since they knew from 
the beginning that the knowledge that they might know could not actually 
be known, they are reckoned to be wise. At the same time, those who think 
they know something unforeseeable are rightly reckoned as fools among 
the faithful because they think so. 

Beloved children, flee from every erring heretic! They are ignorant, but 
they imagine themselves to be wise.3? They wander ignorantly away from 
knowledge of the truth because they think they are knowledgeable. You 


37 See Rom 1:22. 
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and everyone who correctly confesses Christ, first seek to flee from the 
error of Arius and Eunomius, those who said that the Son of God was a 
creature [11] and that he who was in fact the Creator of all was associated 
with all creation. They hold that it was just a mortal body that was assumed 
from the Virgin. Additionally, reject Macedonius along with them because 
he counted the Holy Spirit as one of the creatures. Condemn Apollinarius, 
too, since he professed our salvation to be insufficient when he said that 
human rationality was not assumed by the one who completely became 
human, God the Word. Completely anathematize the erring Eutyches and 
his yokemate Mani! When he fell into the Manichaean heresy, he denied 
the embodiment that the Son of God got from the Virgin. Be vigilant, too, 
to save yourselves — like a deer from a snare or a bird from a gin — from the 
net designed for humanity, woven out of all the blasphemies of the Jewish 
heresy of Nestorius. He must be compared not only with the heretics I 
have listed above, but also with the Jews and the pagans. Just as you did 
with him, throw out the so-called synod that gathered in Chalcedon, as it 
performed an equal impiety, along with the lawless Tome from Leo, which 
supported the council and in turn was authorized by it. 

In the Definition of doctrine laid out by this synod, they dared to define 
two natures for the one Son and his nature. It is obvious that these are also 
persons, since it is impossible that the nature, known or counted by itself 
alone, can be anything other than a hypostasis. And also, a hypostasis that 
is thought of as a unity can also be thought to have a person as well.3* For 
there is no means for a hypostasis to exist without a person. So, if there are 
two hypostases, then there are two natures, and also two persons since [12] 
there are two hypostases. As a necessary consequence, then, they must also 
imagine two sons and, from there, two gods too: one who is known to not 
have a beginning, and another established through a beginning. The one 
is God from God, and the other is a human being, from a woman, who 
became God recently. If he is recent, it would be a necessary consequence 
to think that he is like the rest of the gods, newly invented by the pagans. 
From that point of view, it is not only fitting to think that the Nestorians 
are heretics; in truth they are genuinely pagans, too, since the Nestorians 
also introduce a new god, just as the pagans do. But unlike the pagans, who 


38 Here is where Philoxenos begins his discussion that employs the technical terms of 
“nature” (in Syriac, kyana), “hypostasis” (in Syriac, gnoma), and “person” (in Syriac, 


prosopa’). 
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depict and forge and engrave and set up new gods upon the earth, the Ne- 
storians, who have invented a new god of their own, dared to set him up in 
heaven, so that, when they worship creation in place of, or alongside of, the 
Creator, they reveal how impious they are not only to humanity, but also 
to all the powers and spirits in heaven. The rebels, then, learned to worship 
the human being with God, the maker with the made, the creation with the 
creator, and the slave with the enslaver. For as they twaddle in their mad- 
ness they keep saying, “It is fitting to worship the two natures together,” 
just as Nestorius, from whom they learned, kept saying, “I worship the one 
who was worn along with the one who wore him, and the one who was as- 
sumed along with the one who assumed him, the purple with the king and 
the temple with him who dwells in it.”39 

And so, mindless one, in what name among them should we think we 
have been baptized? And which among them is counted in the Trinity? 
Look, Jesus did not tell his disciples to teach and to baptize in the name 
of two, but just one. “Go to all the nations and teach and baptize them in 
the name of the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit.”4° Since you are 
the one who needs to see this, you tell me: which of the two natures [13] 
and the two sons devised among you should be placed with the Father and 
the Spirit here? We are baptized in their names, and also in his: is it the 
Word, who is by nature the Son? But this human being of yours is outside 
the Trinity and cannot receive glory or worship because it is not permis- 
sible to worship as God something that is outside the Trinity. And whose 
is this cross, the standard that we worship? Does it not belong to the one 
who has died? Therefore, in the sign of the cross that belongs to him who 
was crucified, you are saying that it is a human being that we worship, that 
we are praising him alongside the Trinity. But tell me: through whom does 
salvation exist for us? Is it not through the death of the one confessed to 
have been crucified? If he is God, as we ourselves believe, then, look, it 
is through God that we are saved. But if he is a human being, he is our 
salvation, so how could we not worship the one who saved us by his own 


39 This is not a quotation of Nestorius but an assemblage of some of his typical ways of 
expressing himself. For the first clause, see Nestorius, Sermon 9 (Nestoriana: 262, 3-4 
Loofs) = Chapters of Nestorius Excerpted by Cyril 2.12 (ACO 1.1.6: 8, 5—6 Schwartz) = 
Acts of the Council of Ephesus, session 1, section 60.8 (ACO 1.1.2: 47, 26-48, 1 Schwartz) 
and 60.15 (ACO 1.1.2: 49, 10-11 Schwartz), translated in CEECW 3 on p. 688 and pp. 
689-690. For the second clause, see Nestorius, Sermon g (Nestoriana: 262, 10-12 Loofs) 
and Fragment 4 (Nestoriana: 354, 7-11 Loofs). 

40 Matt 28:19-20. 
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death? If he is worshiped, then, look, God was the one who was crucified. 
But if he is worshiped as a human being, we are worshiping an idol, and 
not God. Based on that, how could one trust that the one who in his nature 
is a human being is capable of saving us? The Holy Spirit said through the 
prophet, “Cursed are all human beings who trust in a human being, who 
support themselves upon a fleshly arm, whose hearts turn aside from the 
Lord.”# So, look, if they trust in Christ as a human being, and not as a God 
who by his own will became a human being, all Christians everywhere are 
under a curse, according to the thrust of this passage. 

And the synod at Chalcedon, which was their doing, sustains their her- 
esy. It began right at the start of the Definition they created: Father, Son, 
Spirit, and Lord made human. If anyone thinks that he has been falsely 
accused by us, let him read any [part] of what it put forth, and immediately 
he would discover that it is just as we said. Look, [14] according to what I 
have heard, it is written on the wall of the church, where the icons of the 
fathers are depicted and words from each of them are inscribed. I think of it 
as written on the pillar of jealousy, which the prophet Ezekiel noted was set 
up by the eastern door. Thus it is written, “The spirit of God brought me 
to the eastern door, and I saw there the pillar of jealousy, placed before the 
temple of the Lord.”# And it is known that the Jews set it up there in order 
to make the God of Israel jealous, as God himself said to them through 
Moses, “They have made me jealous of a non-deity, so I will make them 
jealous of a non-nation.”# In our case, though, [those] uncircumcised Jews 
wrote the Definition of Chalcedon to make Christ jealous, saying that he 
is not God. In it this was written: Christ does not belong to the Trinity but 
was another Lord outside of it, who became human. And they still called 
him “Lord,” though they located him outside the Trinity as if to teach that 
he is a new God and made Lord. 

Alright, O Admirable Men, who does not know that if there is another 
Lord outside the Trinity, he would be a new God? And if there is a new 
one, he would be an idol and would not, in fact, be God. For us, it was 
clearly said by the prophets, “You will have no new god.”45 And on the topic 
of idols he said, “They are novelties made of late.” This is God who also 
said through the singing prophet, “You will have no new god and you will 


41 Jer 17:5. 42 Ezek 8:3. 43 Deut 32:21. 

44 This is not written in the Chalcedonian Definition but represents Philoxenos’s 
interpretation of its teaching. 

45 Ps 80(81):10. 
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not worship another with reverence.”4° What, then, becomes of the Lord, 
whom the synod of Chalcedon placed outside the Trinity? Should he be 
worshiped like the gods when he is not a god? That is pagans’ worship. But 
not worshiping him because he is a human being would make us [15] look 
like infidels, since we would be saying that Christ who was crucified for us 
was not God. 

So what does the synod of Chalcedon say about the epistle of Leo? “It 
is the universal pillar against every wicked opinion.”#’ They even call it the 
“pillar”! Apparently, it is [the pillar] of jealousy, just like the one the proph- 
et said was set up at the door of the temple of the Lord. They should have 
said it was the pillar in support of every wicked opinion, instead of saying 
it stood against every wicked opinion. I don’t want to carry on too long in 
this letter, so let me show you straightaway that it supports all those alien 
doctrines. At the end of the Definition, this synod wrote, “Christ should be 
confessed in two natures, each of which has its own distinctive features,”4% 
which is to say that the Son is from the Father and the human being is 
from the mother. This is contrary to what the Apostle said regarding the 
single Son and the single nature made human, namely, “he is without father 
and without mother.”4#? That means, he is without a mother, being from 
the Father, and at the same time without father, being from a mother. By 
defining him as having two natures, each of which has its own distinctive 
features, they confess about the Son that he is from the Father, but about 
the human being that he is from a mother; thus they write, “The distinctive 
feature of each of the natures being preserved and coming together into 
one person and one hypostasis.”5° It is absolutely impossible that the two 
complete natures, each of which is counted separately, could also refer to a 
single hypostasis, apart from which there would be confusion and mixture. 

However much Leo blasphemed in his letter to Flavian of Constantino- 
ple — a letter rightly called a “tome,” by the way, since by it churches are 
torn apart [16] and the faith divided in every places — it is much greater 
than the part of the letter that [my letter to you] will cite and publicize, and 


46 Ps 80(81):9. 

47 Chalcedonian Definition (ACO 2.1.3: 129, 15 Schwartz), translated in this volume on 
pp. 112-116. 

48 See Chalcedonian Definition (ACO 2.1.3: 129, 30-34 Schwartz). This sentence is a 
summary rather than a quotation. 

49 Heb 7:3. 50 Chalcedonian Definition (ACO 2.1.3: 129, 32-33 Schwartz). 

51 The word “tome” is related to the word for “to cut” or “to separate.” 
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all the more so because of what I have written against his blasphemies in 
other treatises and letters. The synod of Chalcedon which gathered under 
Leo’s own care, as well as that of Marcian, who was emperor in that time; 
the letter that we’ve been talking about written by Leo to well-known per- 
sons; the writings and statements made by Diodore [of Tarsus], Theodore 
[of Mopsuestia], Theodoret [of Cyrrhus], and Andrew [of Samosata] — by all 
of these, the impious heresy of Nestorius was obviously sustained.5* Some 
of these statements, to which [Leo] assents and which he follows, were cre- 
ated before Nestorius, namely the writings and commentaries handed down 
from Diodore and Theodore, while the others were written in his own 
time by those who thought like him, who like him also accepted the posi- 
tions of Diodore and Theodore, the so-called fathers of this heresy; namely, 
Theodoret, Andrew, and Eutherius [of Tyana], all of whom were added to 
the [blasphemy of] Nestorius in Ephesus and opposed blessed Cyril.5+ 
Even after Nestorius was condemned and expelled along with his her- 
esies by the first synod gathered at Ephesus, there were yet other state- 
ments from men. The first among these was what was written by Bishop 
Flavian of Constantinople and the bishops who were present with him 
when they judged Eutyches.*5 Foolish auditors and heretics, they did not 
know enough to condemn or reject his heresies. Because of this, they re- 
introduced to the church the doctrine of the two natures, which, along with 
Nestorius, they had clearly [17] anathematized (and which was an accurate 
reading of his doctrine). When Leo agreed with this doctrine, he com- 
posed the letter called the Tome and he sent it to Flavian to lend weight to 
the proceedings from him and the bishops with him, and it went to him. 
When this letter came to the imperial city after Emperor Theodosius died 
and the empire passed to his sister Pulcheria, they signed it, with Anatolius 
the bishop of that city, who succeeded Flavian, along with all the bishops 
who were present there, and clerics and monks. And when the proceedings 


52 Like Theodoret, Andrew wrote a refutation of the Twelve Anathemas of Cyril of 
Alexandria. Theodoret’s is translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 641-657. 

53 Selected fragments of Diodore and the fragments of Theodore’s On the Incarnation are 
translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 366-387 and 420-488. 

54 At the Council of Ephesus, Eutherius of Tyana was a leading member of the “Eastern’ 
delegation of bishops from the civil diocese of Oriens (“East”) headed by John of 
Antioch. He played a decisive role in the Easterners’ accusing Cyril of Alexandria’s 
Twelve Chapters of being tainted by Apollinarianism, and later wrote a treatise 
criticizing Cyril’s Scholia on the Incarnation of the Only-Begotten. 

55 For the proceedings against Eutyches, see Acts of the Home Synod at Constantinople, 
translated in this volume on pp. 3-28. 
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were signed by all those I mentioned, it was sent via clerics and officials to 
bishops everywhere so that they, too, could sign it, since they agreed with 
the things accomplished in the imperial city. Thus it was signed by 450 
bishops, more or less.5° When they had received signed pledges from all 
who have been mentioned — who had approved what had been defined by 
Leo and Flavian — immediately they sent orders to the bishops to gather 
and to come to the synod. When it was convened, first at Nicaea and then 
at Chalcedon,’ they proposed a rebellious definition, which had already 
been proposed by Leo and Flavian, regarding the two natures, which the 
Nestorians, after they were rejected by the text of the agreement, were ea- 
ger to reintroduce within the church by the synod that defined it. 

These things happened near the end of Nestorius’s life. As has been said, 
everything was written and sent to him when he was in exile, including the 
proceedings [18] that happened before Flavian, and Leo’s letter, too. If it 
were not for the fact that the Lord’s judgment came promptly and removed 
him before the synod gathered, Nestorius would have been called to come 
with the other bishops.** I tell you these things not from mere rumors, 
but having truly learned them from the one who succeeded [Nestorius].5? 
We also know it from the force of his letter, which he wrote to those who 
agreed with him who were in Constantinople at that time. In that letter, 
Nestorius marvels at and praises everything Flavian and Leo wrote, saying 
about these things that they were precisely his doctrine, which Leo and 
Flavian and the clerics at Constantinople were eager to establish.” 

There is a part I have taken from his letter that I think is necessary 
to insert here. It is reproduced below so that you take care to enlighten 
yourselves and also others in your churches by staying informed. That way, 
everyone will know that all those doctrines established by the synod in 
Chalcedon and by Flavian and Leo are the heretical doctrines of Nestorius. 
Here are words taken from a letter of Nestorius: 


56 A great many Eastern bishops signed Leo’s Tome to Flavian prior to the opening of the 
Council of Chalcedon as a way of reestablishing the communion with him that had been 
broken at Ephesus II. 

57 It was planned for the synod to take place in Nicaea but it was later moved to 
Chalcedon. 

58 Which is to say, Nestorius died before the council began. 

59 Presumably one of the bishops who succeeded Nestorius as bishop of Constantinople. 

60 Philoxenos is referring to Nestorius’s Letter to the Inhabitants of Constantinople: E. W. 
Brooks (ed.), “La lettre de Nestorius aux habitants de Constantinople,” Revue de l’Orient 
chrétien 15 (1910): 275-281, which, if genuine, was written shortly before the Council of 
Chalcedon in 451 while Nestorius was in exile in Egypt. 
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I know what Flavian, the God-beloved bishop of Constantinople, 
has already done against Eutyches and those who agreed with him 
from the beginning. [Eutyches] has always been an enemy of the 
true faith: he dared to say that the divinity changed over time, and 
that God the Word was flesh like us and proclaimed that he was 
born and suffered. I also know what Leo, the faithful head of the 
priests, did, struggling on behalf of the fear of God and against 
this so-called synod.” I glorify God with great zeal [19] and pass 
all my days in praise. You who are trained by God, know truly that 
these things, defined by these holy men whom I mentioned, Fla- 
vian and Leo, are my own offspring and doctrine, which is to say, 
they belong to the proper reverence for God. Why, when every- 
one holds these things, especially the clerics, am I alone admon- 
ished as a heretic and condemned and hated out of jealousy?” 


‘These words, which I say are known to be written by Nestorius, are enough 
(for me at least) to instruct you and everyone in what I have said above: that 
everything created and put forward, whether from Leo or Flavian, was first 
declared by Nestorius and developed in his own thought. For he said, “I 
know the things that already come from the God-beloved bishop Flavian 
and Leo the faithful head of priests.” If the [ideas] defined with respect to 
the faith by those men are Nestorius’s own, as he attests, and the synod 
which came to be in Chalcedon essentially confirmed them, as he said — a 
synod which apparently arose through the strictures of outside authority, 
after it had been banned by the agreement — who would not understand 
that, through these [ideas], the Nestorians took pains to reestablish there 
both Nestorius and his doctrine which had been condemned, and worked 
hard to have it accepted by all the children of the church? 

Nestorius, thus, praises Flavian’s claims, even as Eutyches was judged. 
He acknowledges that the claims that advocate speaking of Christ with two 
natures are his. And using Eutyches as a proxy Flavian was eager to reject 
the things of blessed Cyril. Through Eutyches’s claims, Cyril was also ac- 
cused [20] by Nestorius and all those who agree with his opinion. They 
were saying about him, “Cyril held and agreed with the doctrines of Mani, of 


61 Ephesus II, in 449. 
62 Nestorius, Letter to the Inhabitants of Constantinople 1-4 (Brooks, “La lettre de Nestorius,” 
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Apollinarius, and of Eutyches.” About this, Nestorius said here, “I know these 
things of Flavian against Eutyches, and those who thought like him,” indicating 
by this latter phrase blessed Cyril. It is in these things, as I said, that Cyril 
was reviled more than all; with him, indeed, were reviled all the fathers and 
teachers who also thought rightly, given that Cyril had bolstered his doctrine 
with proofs that he had gathered and taken from their writings. Nestorius 
has made this clear as well, through other words which were in this letter, 
namely, “You have not accepted the teachings of the faith, whether those set 
out by Cyril, or those of other [writers] that he gathered and put forward from 
examples.”°3 When he cited openly the names of the men among them, one 
after the other, he repudiated them with their teachings and accepted Theo- 
dore, Leo, and Flavian alone, and those with whom he knew they agreed. The 
fathers whom Nestorius rejected were Gregory the Wonderworker, bishop 
of Neocaesarea; Julius of Rome; Basil of Caesarea; Athanasius of Alexandria; 
Celestine of Rome; Proclus of Constantinople;*+ and with them, obviously, 
everyone who agreed with them. According to him, these men held the same 
opinions as the heretics Valentinus, Apollinarius, Arius, and Mani, whose 
words he called “sophistry,” saying that they were “not true.”% 

After he cited the words from each of them in his letter — those by which he 
was even condemned by the synod gathered in Ephesus, when it was already 
clear he was a heretic — he said to those to whom he was writing (and I quote 
here just as I did above, these words of his unadorned, [21] which were thus): 


Do not receive or accept the heresies of Valentinus and Apollinar- 
ius and Arius and Mani, for their words are sophistry — they are 
not true. Their teachings are odious, condemnatory to people, and 
worthy of being anathematized. Rather, have faith like the holy 
sons of our ministry, the teachers Flavian and Leo; pray that the 
ecumenical synod takes place, and that my teachings, which are 
common among all the orthodox, are confirmed by it. I think that 
when all this takes place, it will be with God’s help. 


63 These exact words do not appear in the extant text of Nestorius’s Letter to the Inhabitants 
of Constantinople but echo the thrust of the letter. With these words Nestorius commends 
the inhabitants of Constantinople for not subscribing to the teaching of Cyril and the 
authorities he cited to support his teaching. 

64. See Nestorius, Letter to the Inhabitants of Constantinople 10. 

65 Nestorius, Letter to the Inhabitants of Constantinople 18 (Brooks, “La lettre de Nestorius,” 
278). 

66 Nestorius, Letter to the Inhabitants of Constantinople 18-19 (Brooks, “La lettre de 
Nestorius,” 278). 
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Look, you can hear the things Nestorius wrote about Leo and Flavian, just 
as he said them when the synod was about to convene (it was announced 
immediately after his death that it would take place in Chalcedon). He said 
that it would confirm his statements. For that reason, the synod accepted 
only him, Leo, and Flavian, along with all those who thought as they did, 
namely, Diodore, Theodore, and Theodoret. The things said by the fathers 
he likened to the heretics that he called to mind; he said that their teachings 
were hateful, condemnatory to souls, and worthy of being anathematized. 

Why, tell me, is it fitting to accept all who commune now with the men 
who held such things — and, along with them, both the synod which was at 
Chalcedon and all the heretics confirmed by it — and who abhor and anath- 
ematize (some in writing, some by speech) all the fathers since the time of 
the apostles, along with their right and true teachings? I will be quiet, so as 
not to seem impertinent, and instead let them decide about this matter what- 
ever is right to them: “Have faith,” Nestorius said to his disciples, “through 
those who now commune with the council [22] and its teaching, like the 
holy sons of our ministry, the teachers Flavian and Leo.” He even asked them 
to pray that the ecumenical council take place; he was speaking of the one 
in Chalcedon, given that it was by this synod he said his teachings would be 
confirmed. For it was clear to him that the synod that was gathering would 
confirm his teaching as well as the teachings of Leo and Flavian. 

The very words set out in the Definition from the synod demonstrate 
quite clearly that it turned out exactly this way, with the council upholding 
the doctrines of Nestorius and confirming all his ideas. For the synod pro- 
claimed two natures, as Nestorius had, each of which has its own distinctive 
features, which is to say the miracles belong to God and the sufferings to 
the human being. The two natures have their own exclusive activities, and 
thus are obviously also hypostases. They are not solely two persons, as we 
demonstrated above, but also two sons and gods. 

This synod, which had confessed the humanification of the Lord, also 
said that he was an additional [entity] outside the Son whose nature had 
been established within the Trinity. Leo of Rome did, too, in a letter he 
wrote to Emperor Leo, which confirmed the same. He wrote, “Finally, 
without the assistance of God the Word, the Lord would not have pro- 
fessed himself to be equal to the Father.”*” He blasphemed, forcefully and 


67 Leo of Rome, Second Tome (Letter to Emperor Leo) 6 (ACO 2.4: 116, 9-10 Schwartz), 
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foolishly, saying without any shame that “Lord” was something other than 
“God the Word”; it was, he said, a human being assisted by the Word. This 
is how he managed to say he was equal to the Father. 

Even Nestorius did not dare to act so wickedly as all this, or to blaspheme 
so openly. He who said that the Lord had two natures at least limited them 
to [one] name — the human being and the son of the nature. But Leo [23] 
could not limit [himself] to saying [just] this, instead writing, “The human 
being who was said to be the Lord received assistance, by grace, from the 
son of the nature and, in this sole respect, he is confessed to be equal to 
the Father.” Now, there is no place one can find in the holy gospel where 
a human being who is named “the Lord” is said to be equal to the Father, 
whether on his own or assisted by another. However, it is written that all 
these things are said about the son of the nature, who while he remained 
himself was also a human being, since he became human and was born of 
a mother. “The Father and I are one,” he says. And, “As the Father does 
his deeds, so do I.” And, “What the Son sees the Father do, he also does.”7° 
In every instance it is written that such things are said about Jesus the Son, 
and not about a human being who is aided by the Son of God. 

Where Leo got the cause to grow all this inexplicable wickedness I can- 
not even guess. According to what he said and confessed, the human being 
is equal to the Father because he received assistance from God the Word. 
But there is no way for a creature to become equal to its Creator. Still, 
because Leo wrote that the Lord was another [entity] in addition to the 
Son of the nature, the synod immediately declared right at the start of its 
Definition that the Lord was another beyond the Trinity in which the son 
of the nature is known. Thus he wrote, “The wise and saving teaching of 
the faith, which is established by the grace of God, sufficed for the com- 
plete knowledge and the true fear of God. For it perfectly teaches about the 
Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit, and it demonstrates the Lord’s hu- 
manification to those who faithfully accept it.”7' Look, with the renowned 
Leo even at this wondrous synod, they confessed another Lord in addition 
to the Son of the nature, about whom they said openly [24] that he was a 
stranger to the Trinity and known apart from it as another Lord and a new 


68 This is not a quotation from Leo’s letter but rather an interpretive paraphrase of his 
words. 

69 John 10:30. 

70 John 5:19. Philoxenos has reversed the order of this verse. 

71 Chalcedonian Definition (ACO 2.1.3: 128, 15-18 Schwartz). The Syriac of Philoxenos 
varies slightly from the original Greek. 
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God. And Leo wrote that until the Lord received assistance from God the 
Word, he was unable to say that he was equal to the Father. For the synod 
placed this Lord after the Father and the Son and the Spirit, writing some- 
thing irrational and unsuitable about him in saying that he became human. 
It is completely unsuitable to say that he who is a human being by nature 
became human! Such is only possible to attribute to God the Word; he was 
in the spirit and known to have been above the body, so this idea of becom- 
ing human is suitable to say about him. He became a human being without 
change, while he was also God by nature and recognized as such. 

In another chapter of the letter from him to the emperor, Leo also said, 
“As is true for each one of the natures, we may say the same Virgin and 
handmaid was also mother of the Lord.””* Thus he speaks of two natures, 
like Nestorius and the synod; he separated the natures even more than 
them by saying “each one” of the natures. And he says that the Virgin is 
the handmaid of one nature and mother of the other, akin to whoever says 
that she is the handmaid of God the Word and the mother of the human 
being whom he also calls Lord. This is how the synod reckoned the human 
being as the Lord and placed him outside the Trinity — and it said, in line 
with Nestorius and Leo, that the Virgin was its mother, while she was the 
handmaid of the Son of God. Leo said about the Virgin, “We must confess 
her as handmaid and mother — handmaid of God the Word and mother of 
the human being, the Lord.”73 The fact that the council upheld this opin- 
ion in full can be demonstrated from its other words. [25] It said, “The 
Virgin bore God according to his humanity,’”# which means God [was] in a 
human being, as Nestorius also said. But if she bore one “in” another, it is 
necessary to think that one was born in reality and the other “born” nomi- 
nally. That is to say, she bore naturally the human being who took its origin 
from her, and then the Word dwelled in him in name only, in a borrowed 
fashion. If what was born was a human being in whom God only dwelled, 
it is not possible for the bearer to be called the “Theotokos.”75 Jeremiah’s 
mother would certainly not be reckoned the Theotokos based on the fact 
that God eventually dwelled in the prophet born from her. God said to 
Jeremiah, “I knew you in the womb when you were not yet formed, and I 


72 Leo of Rome, Second Tome (Letter to Emperor Leo) 2 (ACO 2.4: 113, 24-25 Schwartz). The 
Syriac of Philoxenos varies slightly from the original. 

73 This is an interpretive paraphrase of Leo’s words rather than a quotation. 

74. See Chalcedonian Definition (ACO 2.1.3: 129, 29-30 Schwartz). 
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sanctified you before you left it, appointing you prophet to the nations.”7 
Neither was Elizabeth said to be the Pneumatotokos7’ based on the fact 
that the Holy Spirit was in John who was born from her.”* According to 
this line of thought, it is not fitting that the holy Virgin be thought of as the 
“Theotokos,” if the one born from her was a human being in whom God 
only dwelled and not God who had become human. 

Beyond these things, there is another phrase from the end of the syn- 
od’s Definition: “the difference between the natures” — meaning, their 
separation — “being in no way destroyed because of the union.””? This 
idea is supported by the fact that they explain the difference between the 
natures as separation itself. The two separated natures are not confessed 
solely as natures, but also as hypostases. And they say the separation of 
the natures is not destroyed, not even when they become a union. Thus 
they “come together into one hypostasis,”*° locating it deceitfully, as if in 
appearance, since there is no way that we can think of or sustain one hy- 
postasis from the two separated natures, except if the separation is at some 
point destroyed. But in every other instance, it is known [26] that God is 
one and the human being is another. 

For they also wrote this: “One dwells and the other is dwelled in.”* 
‘That means the human being is dwelled in and it is God who dwells in 
him. If that is so, then the Virgin is not the Theotokos, but the Anthro- 
potokos in whom God merely dwells, just as Nestorius confesses. And 
as long as Elizabeth is not the Pneumatotokos, as I said, and Jeremiah’s 
mother is not the Theotokos, even if the Spirit once dwelled in John and 
God in the prophet Jeremiah, then it is not permitted to understand the 
Virgin as the Theotokos, since she bore a human being in whom God 
merely dwelled. 


76 Jer 1:5. 77 That is, bearer of the Spirit. 

78 Fragment 2g of Nestorius mocks the Cyrilline use of Theotokos with this same 
argument: “The blessed John the Baptist was proclaimed beforehand by the holy angels 
that the child ‘would be filled with the Holy Spirit even from his mother’s womb’ [Luke 
1:15] and this blessed Baptist was born with the Holy Spirit. What then? Should we call 
Elizabeth the ‘Pneumatotokos’? For this sense can be drawn from the passage. Even if 
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the same way” (Nestoriana: 352, 15-21 Loofs; translation by Mark DelCogliano). 
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80 Chalcedonian Definition (ACO 2.1.3: 129, 33 Schwartz). 
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If he is a human being, as they think he was, and not God who became 
human, we might imagine that he came into being through marital rela- 
tions. For it is a primary distinctive feature of the human being that we 
indeed come about through marital relations. Even if they hesitate to say 
this openly, whether by custom or by confusion they are still forced to 
think that she to whom he was born does not remain a virgin. It is not 
possible for virginity to persist through labor if he who comes out from the 
womb is naturally a human being. But if he is God who became a human 
being — according to what we confess for that which was born — he was 
born as a human being because he “became” one, but as God he preserved 
the virginity of her who bore him, such that he did not change. And he was 
born as a baby, so that as a baby he could be seen and touched.* But he left 
his mother a virgin even after she bore him, because he was God in nature 
and power, even though he had been born as a human being in weakness. 

And those who put forward this Definition are also guilty of saying that 
the Virgin gave birth to a human being, based on this [27] other phrase that 
[they] wrote: “The distinctive feature of each nature being preserved.”® If, 
according to what they say, a distinctive feature is preserved for each of the 
natures, even after the union — putting aside the fact that this would obvi- 
ously mean there was no union — it would mean that the one who was born 
is obviously [just] a human being because of this: the primary distinctive 
feature of a human being is that he be born from a woman and from mari- 
tal relations. However, it is a distinctive feature of the Son of God that he 
be born from a father without a mother. It is then necessary to say about 
him that [the Son of God] was born apart from time, but the human being 
was born subject to time; the one beyond every origin, but the other within 
every origin; the one as God from God, but the other as a human being 
from a human woman; the one from a father without a mother, but the 
other from a father and a mother. If [the human being] possesses his own 
distinctive feature, even in the union, then it is necessary to think that he 
was born from a mother and also from a father since there exists no human 
being who has been born without a father and a mother. That is why the 
Apostle, though, said that he had “no father and no mother.”* If Christ has 
two natures and each of them has its own distinctive feature, as the synod 


82 As promised in Luke 2:16, for example. 
83 Chalcedonian Definition (ACO 2.1.3: 129, 32-33 Schwartz). 84 Heb 7:3. 
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defined it, the human being cannot be said to have no father, equivalent to 
God the Word lacking a mother. If we do not think that God, the Father of 
the Word, was his father according to nature, then there must be [another] 
father [who is] a human being, if he who is born a human being according 
to the flesh is by nature also the Son of God and God. 

And if there are not two natures in him whom we confess to be one 
God become human, then he has but one natural father for his two births, 
namely God. He does not have a father for his human birth [28] (as a single 
Son with two births) any more than he has a mother for his divine birth. 
Just as the Father and his nature are one for the two births, so too does the 
Son and his nature [remain] one when he became human, in [the divine 
begetting] and in [the human birth]. The fact that he is the Son according 
to nature continues for him, even in the case of this birth from a mother, 
because he became a human being by emptying himself.*s But if we do not 
think this way, and instead think about the single son as having two natures 
that retain their own distinctive features — as the synod handed down, and 
as Leo and Flavian also explained it — then, it is no longer possible to speak 
of the Virgin as the Theotokos, as all the children of the church hold and 
believe. And the one crucified on our behalf was not the Single One and 
the Son of God. According to them, the Apostle lied when he taught that 


”86 and when he 


“we are reconciled to God through the death of his Son, 
said, “God did not spare his own Son, but handed him over on behalf of all 
of us.”87 Even the Son himself said, revealing the Father’s love for humani- 
ty, “God so loved the world that he gave his own only Son on its behalf.”** 

What is more, Christ who was crucified on our behalf cannot be among 
the Trinity if in the place of the God who became human one imagines a 
human being in whom God only dwells, or if he is reckoned in two natures. 
How could it be so when Christ comes [directly] after the Father, rather 
than the Word followed by Christ (or the human being), [as the Apostle 
claims], “One God the Father from whom are all things, and one Lord 
Jesus Christ, through whom are all things”?** By these things [we can tell 
that] the mortal human being is not known as Christ, on whom the name of 
the Son is only bestowed as an honor or grace. This is also the case for each 
one of us since the name came to alight upon us in baptism; he says, “You 
are not a servant but a son,” and, “You who are baptized in Christ [29] are 


85 See Phil 2:7. 86 Rom 5:10. 87 Rom 8:32. 88 John 3:16. 
89 1 Cor 8:6. go Gal 4:7. 
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clothed in Christ.”% Even the Jews are called children of God because of 
the grace that becomes theirs through election. That is not how the Lord 
Christ is the Son of God; instead, he is Son in truth and by nature in light 
of the fact that he was born of God the Father, yet became human and was 
born of a mother. [Becoming Son by grace] does not allow him to be what 
he was: God, and the Son of God by nature, just as blessed Athanasius said 
somewhere, “He who is begotten of the Virgin Mary is the Son of God and 
true God by nature, not by grace or participation, a human being only in 
flesh from Mary, but the same Son of God and God in spirit.”” Therefore, 
if one does not believe in this way, as this holy man and with him all the 
church’s teachers have said — namely, that in truth Christ is God and in na- 
ture the Son of God — then those who worship him are actually impious. 
For they offer adoration that should be God’s to one whom they know is, 
in nature, a human being. 

And in each of these things, an impiety has been performed, as I said 
above: if he is worshiped as God even though he is a human being, then 
that would be the pagans’ practice; however, if he is not worshiped among 
us as one who became a human being, then we reveal ourselves to not only 
be unjust but infidels as well. 

If one does not worship this one who was crucified on our behalf, to save 
us from sufferings, to spare us from death and destruction — a thing which 
he willed when he, obeying his father, accepted “even death on a cross”9 
on our behalf — in all these situations, if they hold to the impious position 
of those who define Christ with two natures, then Christians would find 
themselves beyond [proper] reverence for God. If they do not worship the 
one who was crucified on their behalf, they are unjust and infidels. If they 
offer him the worship that is proper to God, though he is a human being, 
[30] then it is accurate to call them pagans. 

The Nestorians say it is fitting to confess that the one crucified on our 
behalf was a human being, thinking that they honor God by removing 
passions and death from him and locating them instead in a mortal human 


gt Gal 3:27. 

92 This passage is not from Athanasius, but is found in Apollinarius, The Profession of Faith 
to Emperor fovian 2 (Apollinaris: 251, 12-13 Lietzmann), translated in its entirety in 
CEECW 3 on pp. 311-313. In antiquity some Apollinarian texts circulated under the 
name of Athanasius. 

93 Phil 2:8. 
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being. And while thinking that they honor God, but in reality dishonoring 
him, they do not even notice that they are children of error. For, to use 
their words, if he was not mortal because he did not die, then he really 
should not be called our Savior since it is obvious that the one who died 
is also the one who saves. “You will bear a son,” [scripture says,] “and you 
will call his name Jesus,” which means “Savior.”°+ This happened because 
he would, in the future, save his people — meaning, all of humanity, who 
became for him one people — from their sins through his own death. And 
it is obvious that “people” here means the race of humanity, and that they 
are the people who belong to the God who created them and not to some 
human being like them. For it says, “He made us; we did not [make our- 
selves]. Thus we are his people and the flock of his pasture.”95 And John 
said, “The Father sent his Son, the Savior of the world.”” And he also said, 
“Tt was not we who loved God, but God who loved us, and he sent his Son 
to atone for our sins.”7 And he also said, “We see and we testify that the 
Father sent the Son as the Savior of the world. God abides in any person 
who confesses Jesus to be the Son of God, and he in God.”** If, as they said, 
the Word feared and fled from death — the very death by which he would 
accomplish salvation — this would deny him the worship due to the one 
who proves he is the Savior through [his] death. 

Additionally, how are all the sacraments within the church accomplished 
in the name of Jesus Christ if he is not God by nature, but rather a mere 
human being, a prophet, or something greater than the prophets? How did 
the apostles proclaim to the Jews that “no other name is given to human 
beings by which they must be given life [31] but that of Jesus Christ,” un- 
less he is truly God, whose name suffices to give life, as he is life by nature? 

And how do they believe in him as a God if he is not the God whom 
their fathers served and glorified, the one confessed at all times as their 
Savior? And if he is not the same one who said to Moses, “I am the God of 
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob,”!~ and, “God is not the God of the dead but of 
the living,”’* then he is not the Son of the Trinity. If he was not God but 
just a holy man, and the apostles taught others to have faith in him as if in 
God, then the Jews were rightly irritated and critical since they were being 
told that they believed in a novel God. 


94 A conflation of Matt 1:21 and Luke 1:31. 95 Ps 94(95):6-7. 96 1 John 4:14. 
97 1 John 4:10. 98 1 John 4:14-15. 99 Acts 4:12. 
100 Exod 3:6; Matt 22:32. tor Matt 22:32. 
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Also, tell me why did he teach them to have faith in him and not [directly] 
in the Trinity, if it were not in him that both the Father and the Holy Spirit 
were known — the Father because the Son exists, and the Spirit from the 
fact that he was anointed? When the Jews heard the apostles’ first teaching 
aimed at getting them to believe in Christ, it is written that “they were 
moved in their hearts and said to Peter and the rest of the disciples, ‘What 
are we doing, brother men?’ And they said to them, ‘Repent, and each of 
you get baptized in the name of Jesus for the forgiveness of sins, and you 
will receive the grace of the Holy Spirit.””*” So, was it in a human being 
that the apostles taught them to believe, instead of the true God whom the 
Jews feared? How can we fault their zeal if they were angry that they were 
hearing that they should believe in a human being instead of God and in an 
equal instead of the Lord? [32] Also, how could the name of a human being 
possibly grant forgiveness of sins and the Holy Spirit, two things known to 
be proper to God alone? Or, is it Jesus as God who gives the Spirit to the 
apostles by inspiration? He forgave sins for all who believed in him as they 
would God and asked him for this gift. The Jews themselves, though they 
are very much liars, spoke the truth about this: “None is able to forgive 
sins but God alone.”’°} And the fact that [ Jesus] commanded the paralytic 
to take his bed and walk’ confirms the fact that the one they take to be a 
human being is God and, as God, he is able to grant the forgiveness of sins. 

For Peter told the Jews in this same instructional speech, “You have 
asked that a murderer be handed over to you while crucifying him who is 
the author of life.”"°5 And who is it necessary to believe is the author and 
cause of all life but God himself, who is by nature life? [Peter] also said 
about him, “He has dissolved the bonds of death because he could not be 
held by death.”"°° How could he have said it was impossible for Christ to be 
held by death if he knew he was a mortal human being, one of us, and not 
God who had been made human? 


If you want to imitate my zeal, here is my account, both of what happened 
to my benefit and what happened to my detriment, as they are. For if you 


should have no deficiency with respect to the confession of the true faith or 
[if] you do not have to strive to the point of death for that faith against the 


102 Acts 2:37-38. 103 Luke 5:20. 104. See Luke 5:24. 
105 Acts 3:14-15. 106 Acts 2:24. 
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heretics who now hold the churches, I will be absolved. For I am persuaded 
that we will make an account before the fearful tribunal of the just judge, 
the Lord Jesus Christ, even about this which I have taught you and you have 
learned from me. So, if you want to hold the pure, apostolic, spotless faith 
with us, do not hesitate in any way to anathematize these other heretics with 
Nestorius, Eutyches, and their teachings, as well as the synod which was in 
Chalcedon, and the impious Tome that came from Leo, the leader of the 
church at Rome, and all the letters that have been composed against the 
faith. If these things which I have listed are not clearly anathematized by all 
the sons of the church, the heresy of Nestorius will not be able to leave the 
church entirely. In the place of the name of Nestorius, and his teachers Di- 
odore and Theodore, and his yokemate Theodoret, those who were eager 
from the start to bring back the heresy of Nestorius now depend on Leo and 
the synod to accomplish what had always been burning in them. 

They trusted Leo because of the customary ancient honor granted to 
him from [96] his see; they accepted Leo and they trusted the synod that 
was at Chalcedon because of the number of bishops, who defined in writ- 
ing what one should say, like Nestorius does: two natures in Christ, after 
the union, along with the distinctive features that each has. If the synod and 
Leo are not turned out of the church by anathematization (which they are, 
by the way), the anathema against Nestorius would not be just or true, nor 
would the one who rejects the impious heresy of the two natures that was 
established by Nestorius be just or true. 

Glory and dominion to the one Christ, steadfast for us, who extinguishes 
and voids heresy, and to the orthodox faith that blazes and shines in him, 
with the Father the Existent and the Holy Spirit, now and in all times, for 
ever and ever, Amen! 
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“Emmanuel” and on How the Lord is Known in 


Scripture as Food and Drink 


Introduction and Translation by Feanne-Nicole Mellon Saint-Laurent 


INTRODUCTION 


Jacob of Serugh (ca. 451-521) was a miaphysite (Syrian Orthodox) 
bishop of Serugh (modern Batnan) in Turkey, southwest of Edessa. In 
the West Syriac tradition Jacob is the most celebrated poet-theologian 
after Ephrem the Syrian and is called the “Flute of the Holy Spirit and 
the Harp of the Church.” He is renowned for having written a large 
number of metrical homilies in Syriac, known as memre (sing. memra), 
nearly 400 of which are extant. These exegetical poems treat a wide 
range of theological topics, including exegesis, hagiography, asceticism, 
and liturgy. The metrical poem gave theologians like Jacob a creative 
and memorable way to teach the faithful about divine mysteries such 
as the incarnation or the relationship of Christ’s humanity and divinity. 
Jacob’s homilies reveal his skill as a poet-exegete as well as his pastoral 
sense. 

In the first poem translated below, the Metrical Homily on the Name 
“Emmanuel,” Jacob, following Matthew 1:23, interprets the prophet Isai- 
ah’s reference to an “Emmanuel” as foreshadowing the coming of Christ. 
For Jacob the meaning of the name Emmanuel - “God is with us” — 
demonstrates the prophet’s recognition of Christ’s divinity. Jacob analyzes 
the name of the Lord as “Emmanuel” to show how this title predicted and 
declared the reality of the incarnation. His homily is meant to instruct the 
faithful on how God’s entrance into time and creation as the incarnate 
Christ was a gift of love meant to restore humanity. 

The homily is also a means for Jacob to criticize two groups who hold 
what Jacob sees as false views regarding Christ: Jews and Chalcedonian 
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Christians. Both groups, in his view, reproach Christ in either denying his 
divinity or debating the mysterious quality of Christ’s nature (stanzas 57— 
58). Jacob argues that one should not scrutinize the nature of Christ but 
rather approach Christ with faith, humility, and love (1 and 72). For Jacob, 
in fact, debating Christ’s nature led to its “splitting” into two (97-98), that 
is, his interpretation of the Chalcedonian Definition of Faith. Thus Jacob 
shows in this homily that Christ is truly God and truly human, but that one 
should not investigate this mystery. Rather, a believer should imitate the 
angels and simply bless God (82). 

In this homily Jacob also constructs a critique of the Jewish community 
and their views on Christ. He personifies the Christians and the Jews as 
two women who witnessed the crucifixion of Jesus: a daughter of the Ara- 
maeans and a daughter of the Hebrews. The former represents the Gentile 
church and the latter the Jewish community. He identifies the daughter of 
the Aramaeans as the “daughter of the day” who recognized the light of 
Christ’s divinity, unlike the daughter of the Hebrews (47-55). 

In the second homily, the Metrical Homily on How the Lord is Known in 
Scripture as Food and Drink, Jacob teaches his congregation how scripture 
and the church’s Eucharistic feast sustain the faithful. For Jacob the Old 
and New ‘Testaments contain narrative exempla of how God nourishes his 
people with food and drink (1). The Eucharist is the climactic event in a 
series of examples throughout sacred history that show the ways in which 
God feeds his people. In much of this homily Jacob guides his congrega- 
tion on how to interpret scripture and the symbols of the liturgy (33). Ja- 
cob, like most ancient Christians, did not read the Bible literally. Rather, he 
searched for the symbolic and typological significance of scripture. Chris- 
tology, for Jacob, is present in hidden ways in biblical narrative, and it is 
the job of the poet-exegete, with the help of the Holy Spirit, to uncover its 
meaning. 

The translations of the two memre are based on the Syriac edition of 
Paul Bedjan in his Homiliae Selectae Mar-facobi Sarugensis (Paris/Leipzig: 
Harrassowitz, 1906; repr. Piscataway: Gorgias Press, 2006), 2: 184-196 
(memra 40) and 228-244 (memra 43). Stanza numbers have been added 
by the translator. The page numbers of the Bedjan edition appear within 
square brackets. 
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TRANSLATION 


Metrical Homily on the Name “Emmanuel” 


[184] It is fitting that he was proclaimed thus after the Nativity.’ 


I 


Io. 


IT. 


. Gaze upon me in mercy, Son of God, who is like his Father. 


Sound my hymns for your praise without investigation! 


. [am a ten-stringed harp on which you compose; 


strike upon me that I might sing for the sake of your glory. 


. Move your finger and sound my silent strings, 


so that through me a sweet hymn might be proclaimed with a great 
voice. 


. [185] For a string does not make a sound without a player, 


nor does a mouth have speech without your gift, 


. Nor is a harp able to make music by itself. 


Rather it is mute and quiet unless the one holding it strikes it. 


. The harpist lays his finger on it with his skill. 


He wakes a sound on the silent string! 


. Hymn through me, my master who governs me, and I gaze upon 


you. 
Stir a canticle in me abundantly for the sake of your revelation. 


. The string is silent, and it makes no sound by itself. 


A skillful player looks to the sounding board to stir a sound on [the 
string]. 


. A string alone is indeed silent [and cannot play] your canticle, 


Strike it, that it might hymn songs of glory with great wonder. 


You have no need of the praise of those on earth, 
rather the human race needs to magnify you who are abundant. 


Your Father sent you for humanity that you might make it great, 
and lift up those who were cast in dung. 


1 See Matt 1:23. 
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12. Compassion mingled you among human beings who were 
destroyed. 
Through your mingling, you were able to restore them. 


13. You manifested yourself from us, and see, you are with us in our 
dwelling place: 
Emmanuel, who has come to free his Father’s servants. 


14. [186] Indeed you are the beloved Son who is with us, and you are 
our God. 
For you were named “Emmanuel” in the prophetic books. 


15. Isaiah gave a fitting name to the Son of God.? 
He taught it in the revelations of the prophetic books. 


16. Isaiah stood at the top of the pinnacle of the prophets, 
and he saw the Son who came to mingle with humanity. 


17. Through the eye of the spirit, a vision of the mystery, he saw him 
and marveled at him: 
That he is our God and that he was with us through a second birth. 


18. On account of this, he was roused and called him “Emmanuel”: 
a beautiful name that proclaimed his path without dispute. 


19. [Isaiah] saw that he was God, and he saw that he had come to be 
with us. 
From this deed, he spoke the name in accordance with what had 
come to pass. 


20. For behold, he was with us. He was among us, and he was our God. 
Our God came and existed with us corporeally. 


2 


H 


. The prophet took the name from the dark fog of the Father,? 
He would not confer a name for Christ without his Father. 


22. The spirit of prophecy breathed from the Father 
and indeed she instructed him to call the Son “Emmanuel.” 


23. For the prophet did not know what to call him. 
For no one had ever known him except for the Father.4 


2 See Isa 7:14. 3 See Exod 20:21. 4 See Matt 11:27. 
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24. The birth of his essence was in the bosom of the Father. 
[187] [The Father] taught the prophet to call the Son by his name. 


25. God, for his part, knew his Son, since he was like him. 
He was with him and came from him that the world would see 
him.’ 


26. He taught Isaiah to call him Emmanuel 
in the prophecy which was the daughter of the mystery of his 
divinity. 
27. And no one was able to revoke the name of the Son of God, 


nor would anyone dare to say that he was not God, as he was 
called. 


28. He is our God. Behold he is with us, the Son of God. 
There is no time that he was not God while he was with us. 


29. The virgin mother bore him corporeally. 
He came in the flesh that the world would see him with great 
wonder. 


30. He was humbled unto the utmost lowliness: 
in need of milk, a manger, and swaddling clothes. 


31. While he was a child, his mother carried him as an infant. 
He seized her nipple and sucked from it as a baby. 


32. While descending into human conditions, 
he also grew up in order to hold back Adam’s extreme pride. 


33. He hungered, grew weary, and slept. 
He was baptized and brought low in humility. 


34. While he stood at the great calamity of the crucifixion, 
[188] Deception shook, increased, and bellowed at his death. 


35. As all on the left shook with their servants,° 
they wrongfully convicted the innocent one to punishment. 


36. He stood before the judge and was questioned. 
He was scourged with whips and suffered.’ 


5 See John 1:18. 6 See Matt 25:41. 7 See Matt 27:26. 
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Those on the left were showing contempt and buffeting him. 
‘They spat on his face and were mocking him at the court. 


They were preparing a cross that he would mount upon Golgotha. 
He asked for water, and they gave him vinegar to drink.* 


And according to his will, he took and drank from the cup of death. 
Christ who was Emmanuel suffered all these things. 


Emmanuel was our God who was with us. 
He, our God, suffered these things for our sake. 


. Who does not confess that Emmanuel died on the cross? 


Who does not confirm that he was our God with us? 


The daughter of the Aramaeans saw you on the cross, Emmanuel. 
She recognized who you were because of the wonder of your 


mighty deed. 


Envy blinded the daughter of the Hebrews, and she didn’t 
recognize you. 

Since she hated you, the wondrous deeds that happened did not 
move her. 


The church of the Gentiles, daughter of the day, who loved you, 
[189] recognized you at the crucifixion as the Lord who is God. 


The earth shook; rocks ripped asunder; the dead came to life; 
the sun that was darkened proclaimed throughout the earth who 
you were.’ 


From all of silent creation that shook at your cross, 
the world learned that you are truly God. 


And behold the loud voice of the bride crying out in the 
synagogues, 
“May it never be for me to boast, except in him.'° 


Emmanuel came, betrothing me in his crucifixion. 
And I know who he is and whose Son. He will not be dishonored. 


As a poor man, he came to our house when he betrothed me. 
But I sensed that he was rich and left with him. 


8 See Matt 27:34. 9 See Matt 27:51. 10 See Gal 6:14. 
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I hated my parents on account of him whom I loved. 
Fire and sword came out against me and did not scare me. 


. [requited him well as much as he loved me. 


He suffered dishonor and mocking on my behalf when he saved me. 


. He embraced the pillar in the court in order to repay my love. 


With lashes he was scourged as I praised him. 


For his sake I have disregarded my parents, since I loved him. 
I scorned images and all the gods of vanity. 


His cross was a great crown for me, and I placed it on my head. 
May it never be for me to boast, except in him.” 


His insult and his afflictions are a great honor for me; 
[190] by his will, he suffered disgrace when he saved me.” 


He endured the voices of those disgracing him in the court, 
he endured sufferings of the crucifixion on Golgotha. 


See, he endured the reproach of the Jews, and it was not too much 
for him. 

See, now he endures it, a stumbling block for the scribes and 
debaters. 


See, Emmanuel was despised and maltreated by the Jews; 
and it was not believed that he was our God who was with us. 


O unhappy ones, if he was a human being, according to your 


message, 
Then why did Isaiah call him “Emmanuel”? 


“Emmanuel,” which is “Our God who is with us” — 
such an honorable name would not be suitable for a human being. 


O Jew, grant to the Son that name that is his own; 
for he was God as was proclaimed in the prophetic books. 


Because the wonder of his might cannot be spoken, 
and the strength of his awesomeness cannot be explained. 


11 See Gal 6:14. 
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It cannot be explained how he was hidden with his Parent. 
His generation, concealed from the investigators, cannot be 
examined. 


He is simply the Son of God. He is revealed by faith. 
He is all light for the one who wants to return to him. 


He reveals himself to faith that does not investigate. 
He is hidden from the debater, and [the debater] does not see him. 


[191] He is close to love and is revealed there rising like the day. 
But how distant he is from the contention of the intellectuals. 


O intellects, he is not among you [who are] against the 
Son of the Mighty. 

He is more exalted than your knowledge; only his Father knows 
him. 


O wise ones, do not go on expounding how it is that 
the One who is the Son of the living is hidden and concealed with 
the One who bore him. 


O speakers who possess speech by grace, 
retain an honorable word for the Son who is ineffable. 


O you who interpret, hold your tongue from the flame; 
it is not for you to approach that boundless sea of fire.” 


. Skillful scribe, know your nature and see yourself. 


Do not with pride proclaim the generation of Emmanuel. 


But with simplicity, faith, innocence, 
and humility, speak about his generation when something may be 
said. 


Do not strut about to speak in front of fire. 
The leaf dries up if it sees fire and [the leaf] ceases to exist. 


Your Lord is fire who shakes up those who are aflame with pride. 
Do not dare to take hold of the most intense part of the blaze. 


O man, you cannot speak with the flame. 
You are kindling that burns from a small puff. 


12 See Dan 7:10. 
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76. Thrones of fire rest near the ancient of days." 
[192] There Emmanuel sits near the One who bore him. 


77. There was a throne of fire and wheels of fire for the Only- 
Begotten." 
And you — how can you even approach to investigate it? 


78. A river of fire flows and comes out of his essence.'5 
How would you cross over and investigate the Son in the place of 
his Father? 


79. How would you constrain the thousands of thousands of heavenly 
ones? 
How would you enter and raise a voice there to investigate the 
Son? 


80. Who would dare, and who would take you to speak 
to the ten thousand hosts who serve him? 


81. What do you say? And how do you investigate? Why do you 
debate? 
Quiver, O insolent one, and restrain your chutzpah from 
investigation! 


82. Consider the seraphim; do they not cover their faces?'® 
While they tremble, they do not approach the Holy One with a 
shout. 


83. Instead they hide their feet with their wings. 
‘They do not tread upon the resplendent place of divinity. 


84. Among them he is blessed and not investigated. 
But you hasten not to bless but rather examine. 


85. The chariot bears him on high with wheels ablaze 
Yoked and shining with fire forged from the flame. 


86. And under his wings he hides his face whenever he blesses. 
A voice trembles; he does not look upon the high place. 


13 See Dan 7:9. 14 See Dan 7:9. 15 See Dan 7:10. 16 See Isa 6:2. 
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87. [193] Nor does he investigate the One who is in the place of 
divinity; 
but rather he cries out as he kneels from the place where he is. 


88. If there is audacity in you, let it not appear. 
Nor should you even dare to inquire into the Son. 


89. You cry aloud with quarreling, pride, and contention 
to investigate the same-in-substance Son. 


go. You neither fear, nor tremble, nor are shaken by 
questioning that also condemns one to fire. 


Hw 


gt. Behold, the generation of the Son on your lips is considered of 
little value: 


how he came; how he was born; how he died. 


92. See, you speak in a space in which speech is impossible, 
since Emmanuel will be limited by whatever you say. 


93. But the assembly around Gabriel does not put limits on him. 
Nor does the legion around Michael examine him. 


94. Nor do the thousands and thousands of celestials investigate him. 
Nor do the myriads of children of the light’? debate him. 


95. For if an angel is asked about our Savior, 
he doesn’t debate but rather speaks about his hidden and sealed 
generation. 


96. But it is you alone, O scholar, who shoot up day after day. 
Indeed, you corrupt the generation of our Lord, full of wonder. 


97. Up high or down low, you expound upon the Only-Begotten, 
you divide him up in parts so that he becomes two. 


98. [194] But the Father of truth has one beloved Son: 
a simple staff without doubling in two, as you say."® 


17 See 1 Thess 5:5. 
18 Here Jacob is addressing the Chalcedonians, whom he perceives as dividing the nature of 
the Son into two sons, creating a “quaternity” in place of the Trinity. 
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99. God gave his Only-Begotten for the sake of sinners; 
he has one [Son], and he gave him so that he might redeem the 
whole world.” 


100. Do not create lowly and meek positions 
for the Only-Begotten who is on high, praiseworthy, and is the 
Only-Begotten. 


ror. For the Son of God died on behalf of the salvation of the world. 
May mouths be silenced from impudent investigations. 


102. The One who bore him called him “my beloved Son”;*° so, call 
him as he called him; 
do not add or multiply words about the Son. 


103. We have seen the Son of God, the glory of the Only-Begotten.”' 
The Son is one, and there is no other confessed with him. 


104. He set out on his way for the salvation of the world, and he came 
down. 
He conducted his way of life mightily and returned to his place. 


105. He freed the captives from the slavery that was killing them. 
He brought those who were redeemed to a tranquil place without 
stumbling blocks. 


106. By his crucifixion he crushed the great serpent that tricked our 
mother. 
He trod a path that had been closed by the basilisk. 


107. He drove out the cherubim guarding the tree of life.” 
He took up the lance at his side so that the heirs who had gone 
out might enter. 


108. He opened up paradise that was shut before those entering; 
he returned those driven out to their heritage and their 
boundaries. 


19 See John 3:16. 20 Matt 3:17. 21 See John 1:14. 22 See Gen 3:24. 
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[195] The robber entered, and he was hope for the home of 
Adam;3 
love opened up that place for sinners, and he returned them. 


He seized Sheol, and he shut its doors that were opened; 
then he gladdened the garden and opened its doors that were 
closed. 


He passed over the evil generations that were with Adam. 
And he carried the good generations who had been driven out to 
the heirs. 


He tore up the big contract that Eve, our mother, wrote. 
The serpent in the garden wrote it, whom Adam would owe. 


[Christ] by his crucifixion repaid the common bitter debt. 
All generations had been wearied by it, and it had not been 
recompensed. 


But he took [the debt] on in order to repay everything that Adam 
owed. 

He absorbed it, paid it, and established the heirs in their 
boundaries. 


[Adam’s] Lord took up the sentence that was issued that 
condemned Adam to die, 
and the servant lived, and he entered the bridal chamber. 


The Most High came down to the bottom of the depths and 
found there 

A corrupted image of his Father that he took up; then he 
ascended. 


Emmanuel who was with us as he descended — 
Our God — came [down]. He was from among us bodily. 


And by grace he made us spiritually from him. 
He gave us his life because he came and came into being as one of 
us. 


For Jacob, Christ is the robber of Sheol. Christ descended into Sheol and stole the souls 
that Sheol had consumed, beginning with Adam. 
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He took on our likeness in order to make us of himself. 
[196] He became like us when he was brought down into our 
dwelling place, 


so that he might make us like him there in the place of his father. 


He gave health and took up the pains of the afflicted. 
He healed the sick and endured the sufferings from those who 
crucified [him]. 


He tore open the obstacles that the great serpent had built. 
He reconciled the angry and united those who were divided. 


He built up what was destroyed and established peace in what was 
torn asunder. 


He sowed hope in the land of the dead who had perished. 


He killed the dragon that was eating the dust of Adam. 
He kneaded himself in it so that the serpent could no longer eat 
from it. 


He gave Eve a robe of glory that she put on. 
It was the robe which the serpent had stolen in the place of the 
trees. 


He took from Adam the coat of leaves of his nakedness, 
and he gave to him in exchange a garment of glory that he had 
stripped off. 


See, Emmanuel is with us, just as he was named. 
And we are with him so that we might live with him; praise to him! 
The End 


* 


kK 


Metrical Homily on How the Lord is Known in Scripture 
as Food and Drink 


1. [228] Brothers, let us delight in the teaching of the Son of God! 
Its taste is sweeter than honey from the honeycomb.*4 


24 Ps 18(19):11. 
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2. Come, let us feed on it as if on a meadow full of life! 
So that the soul, wearied with desires, may grow fat from it. 


3. Let us eat from it; his nourishment [makes] no excretion; 
it is a wholesome food that restores the soul’s throat. 


4. Whenever people eat bread, it weighs them down. 
But instruction gives the soul wings to fly. 


5. The holy scriptures are divine meadows 
that flourish every day from the blessed spring of Eden.*5 


6. May one whose soul is wearied by the iniquity that his hands 
commit 
send [his soul] to feed and grow fat on these pastures there. 


7. The pastures of the world, see, are full of thorns and briar bush. 
Its water is bad and full of the bitter gall of the great serpent. 


8. O tired ones, whom bad water fatigued, 
come and be fattened in the pastures from which waters of life burst. 


g. The water of this whole world is bad, and its land is barren. 
[229] But Mary gave a fount that fashioned all fountains. 


10. Lovers of life, come into the fold of the crucifixion. 
The soul has no life unless [the soul] is in [the fold]. 


11. O deadened world, and whoever has experienced it! Flee to [the fold]! 
Although a blossom protects its beauty, it fades. 


12. And death brings an end to all the beauties of the world. 
Come hear from us a story from which life springs forth! 


13. Turn aside to us, lovers of toil. Turn aside and rest from your 
rushing. 
And now that you are not rushed, come and recline with us at table. 


14. The bride of light called us today; let us delight with her. 
She has sacrificed the bridegroom and distributes him at table.’ 


25 See Gen 2:10. 

26 The image of the church as the bride of light is a favorite of Jacob’s. Elsewhere in Syriac 
poetry Mary, the mother of Jesus, is also called the bride of light. 

27 Jacob draws on the biblical image of Christ as the bridegroom (see, for example, John 
3:29; Matt 9:15; Rev 22:17). 
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15. Come, delight with us at the fattening feast. 
The lady of the house rejoices with him who comes. 


16. She will ask me to sing a song with my voice for her sake; 
that I might show her how the bridegroom has become food and 
drink. 


17. Here among us the stories of the world are not heard. 
The bride commanded that everyone should sing the story of the 
bridegroom. 


18. Hence stillness asks for the highest place at table. 
No stories from among all those in the world are more beautiful. 


19. Not even the upright king at the table of the bridegroom should 
speak. 
May everyone speak only the story [of the bridegroom]. 


20. The Word of Life should be more exalted than all stories. 
[230] It tramples the story of the world that should not be spoken. 


21. For how is the story of the world helpful to the one who hears it? 
All its words are full of iniquity, fraud, and harm. 


22. Excessive words should not be spoken in the house of God. 
Since indeed the Lord says in scripture that everyone should be 
quiet.’* 


23. All praise, all thanksgiving, all hallelujah and 
every benediction! Let the one who speaks speak [these] alone! 


24. Let him sing or pray in the house of Lord. 
But it is not right for even one person to speak there. 


25. For the Lord made a house on the earth that we might meet him 
there. 
Let the one who wishes to speak with him go to his house! 


26. Since this is the house for the one who separated heaven and earth, 
it is not right to speak there except in prayer. 


28 See Hab 2:20. 
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27. Why are there these noises, discourses, and incantations 
And empty stories from many in the house of the Lord? 


28. Cherubim bless. Seraphim sanctify. Prophets speak. 
Apostles teach. Priests gently wave in reverence. 


29. Thus who would add words to theirs? 
Would he speak here, not reverencing their ranks? 


30. O man, if you are righteous, stand in prayer. 
And if you are a sinner, enter and ask for forgiveness. 


H 


31. [231] If you are penitent, bring tears of repentance. 


And if you are a teacher, speak and enrich the congregations. 


32. If you are an auditor, listen and be helped while you stay silent. 
For here it is not permitted for you to speak your story. 


33. The bema upholds the place of Moses and the place of Simeon. 
And all the choirs are for David the King and his psalms. 


34. At the center of the house, the cross stands like a pillar. 
It carries the burden of the thief and the prostitute. 


35. There are the sounds of cries and petitions of repentance from the 
penitent. 
What is your story, man, O you who are speaking? 


36. If worldly business vexes you, you will bring the story of this 
concern. 
you, go to it, since it is not permitted for it to come here. 


37. This is the house of the physician,*? full of sores of the afflicted. 
Unless you are vain, give us a chance to bandage the sores for you. 


38. If there be business in the world, the fault is yours, and you have 
come. 
Here, you cannot attain your desire. Why do you bother? 


39. Everyone asks that he might bandage his sore by the medicine of 
life. 
And there is no place here for the tumultuous business of the world. 


29 In Syriac theology Christ is often identified as the “good physician.” 
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40. If there is a reason for which someone has come to the house of 
God, 


you are not allowed to speak with him in the place of penance. 


41. If verily you are there for a [real] reason, 
[232] Then stop doing the deed that disturbs you. 


42. Leave the discourse of the world, keep watch for the region beyond 
it. 
And here speak the message of this realm and nothing else. 
43. Come, you who have come, and bring your whole self. We will 
come with you, 
since you cannot come unless all of you is pulled together. 


44. The body goes there to come before the seat of mercy, 
pull [yourself] together so that there be wholeness of body and 
spirit in love. 


45. You are three;3° there are three of you in one person; 
if he is distributed," the Trinity is not destroyed in him. 


46. And what if now there is a body standing before the seat of mercy, 
yet a soul is troubled there by all the concerns of vanity? 


47. Or a mind that is trained yet whose spirit wanders in the world? 
See, may you not gather in the house of God to ask for mercy. 


48. Body, soul and spirit are an assembly of divinity. 
In it is dissolved whatever has been gathered from these parts. 


49. Just as it is said that where there are two or three, 
whenever they are gathered together, I am with them in love. 


50. For the King dwells there whenever they are gathered in three, 
so that there are three in one temple of divinity. 


51. A human being is one person: body and soul and spirit. 
And if these are gathered, it is a great congregation for the Son of 
God. 


30 Body, soul, and spirit. See stanza 48. 31 That is, as the Eucharist. 
32 See Matt 18:20. 
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For whenever there is one, he comes and settles in three. 
[233] Just as he promised that he would be among them, whenever 
they are gathered there. 


For this is natural, that whenever three stand and call on him, 
the fourth one immediately comes to help them. 


‘Take care therefore and come, you three, to prayer; 
behold, you can trust that the Son of God is with you. 


Come in from wandering and the stumbling blocks of the evil 
world. 
Educate your mind and stand with your body at the seat of mercy. 


O human, composed as trinity} to be able 
to become a great temple in which the great king might be 
honored! 


Three who are One are there whenever there is one who prays. 
Three come and dwell with him while they are one. 


Your soul is made abundant by God when it loves him. 
It eats and drinks from him whenever it joins itself to him. 


He is food and drink for his beloved. 
Just as from a mountain of honey, they receive satiety from him. 


The soul looked on him with love and was sated with life from him. 
It was full with rich food, sweetness, and perfumed fragrance. 


Moses brought seventy elders to God.34 
And they ate and drank before his face happily. 


The Lord made a feast for the leaders of his people on the mountain 
with him. 
Because they saw him, they ate and drank, as it was written. 


Since he was food, the elders of the people ate him. 
[234] And since he was drink they drank from him and had their 
fill. 


33 Or “trinitarily” or “in a triune way.” 34 See Num 11:16-25. 
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‘They saw God, ate, and drank, Moses wrote.35 
And if they hadn’t eaten and drunk from him, he wouldn’t have 
written it. 


He had invoked the travelers without food and snacks. 
‘They saw his face;3° he fattened them through the vision [of the 
Lord]. 


Since when Moses looked at him, he was very radiant.3’ 
He drank from him until he was as beautiful as the day. 


What kind of wine could produce this face? 
The great Moses drank in [the vision] of the Lord and was radiant. 


His soul ate from God and was filled by him, 
until his body too recovered, since he was not anxious. 


For forty days Moses was fattened on the mountain 
Without food and without drink, and yet he did not hunger.** 


He filled the place for bread and drink for him. 

He was reclining and enjoying himself, just as if at the table of a 
king. 

He gazed at him, and he ate. He saw him, and he drank. He loved 
him, and he was sated. 

And he was radiant with him, since he was there before his presence 
with love. 


‘Therefore it was revealed that a person eats from God 
and drinks from him, if he approaches him in faith. 


He gives his soul over to love him so that he might eat from him, 
drink from him, and take his endless rest with him. 


[235] Since he wanted to become food for people, 
he sent his Son that they might eat from him and might be united 
with him. 


35 See Exod 24:11. 36 See Exod 34:29-35. 37 See Exod 34:35. 
38 See Exod 34:28. 
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He became bread since he willed to become body. 
As humanity perceives him lovingly, they eat him. 


The wise Son called out in the assembly while he taught, 
“T am the bread of life; eat me and live!”39 


Then he announced, “I am the living water.”4° 
And he demonstrated that he was food and drink for the one who is 
worthy of him. 


‘The One on high came so that he could become food for the ones 
below, 
just as they slaughtered the fattened bull and then enjoyed it. 


Through his power, he made his body bread and his blood wine. 

And mingling his body and blood, he called out to the world to 
delight in it. 

The ancient ones saw the Father on Sinai, and they ate and drank. 


The ones who came after held the Son on Zion, and they ate and 
drank. 


Previously the soul took delight in rich food through a vision; 
here he is distributed through contact upon their hands. 


With the palms of the hands and with fingers they held him for 
their spirit. 
And they ate [the Son], and all sinners were forgiven through him. 


The Son of the virgin [betrothed] himself to the bride, daughter of 
the day, 
‘That she might make him the great hope on all the earth. 


[236] The Spirit gathered water in the palms of hands and in a veil. 
Living was the fire that indeed was eaten and drunk. 


Come, enter, and see the great deed full of wonder! 
Neither before him nor after him was there anyone like him. 


The virgin existing in her virginity bore the son. 
Then the prostitute became a virgin from her feast. 


39 John 6:35. go See John 4:1-q2. 
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The Son of God reached the virgin and made her a mother. 
He betrothed the prostitute from among the Gentiles and made 
her a virgin. 


Behold a child for the virgin and milk without sexual intercourse! 
And the prostitute gained virginity at her feast! 


Here the order of the virgins and of the prostitutes was changed! 


eg et 


Authority of virginity belonged to the virgins. 
There was ranking of their feasts until his coming and arrival! 


And immediately the bridegroom saw his bride: a virgin whom he 
betrothed. 
But she was not standing at the rank of the virgins. 


. Here the son of the king performed a miracle for the bride that he 


brought. 
While a prostitute, he took her from the street and made her a 
virgin. 
At the banquet, the virginity of the betrothed girls was lost. 
The daughter of the Gentiles took them from her banquet. 


Until the day of her feast, she was a prostitute. 
[237] But from her feast and henceforth she was a virgin. A great 
miracle! 


With the images the prostitutes of < ... > commit adultery. 
When the Crucified one made a feast for her, she existed as a virgin. 


The idols abused her, and she was a bride in the midst of the gods. 
She sat by idols and she kissed the statues with love. 


She committed adultery with demons and devils, and they were 
deflowering companions for her. 

‘The daughter of the Aramaeans whored, was sated, committed 
adultery, and was shamed. 


41 There is a lacuna here in the text. 
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The bridegroom took the prostitute from the street. 
He took her down to the water and made her a virgin, and see, she 
was with him. 


Who is this man who made the prostitute a virgin? 
If not also that very man who made a virgin a mother? 


For a virgin does not give birth — one miracle. 
Nor in any way can a prostitute become a virgin. 


But since also he made a mother a virgin, 
the prostitute, see, was made a virgin and dwelled with him. 


All of creation had wondered at how she committed adultery: 
how much she whored and how much she was shamed, and then 
how much she was exalted! 


The adulteries were excessive; her name was spoiled through 
them. 

But the bridegroom gave her a beautiful name and the house of 
his Father. 


And behold she was made to luxuriate in the virginity that he gave 
her. 

She was dressed in white garments when she alighted from the 
water. 


[238] With the cross of light that hung on her neck like a necklace, 
with her beloved ornaments: the sufferings of the Son. 


And with a fountain of blood and water flowing from it, 
she sits by it as by the Gihon,* full of life. 


She eats from him because he wanted to become food. 
She drinks from him since he wished to become drink. 


She breaks his body and lifts it up and places it in the mouth of 
her children. 
She mixes his blood, and all life drinks from him. 


42 See Gen 2:13. 
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And every day at her table she breaks him, places him, 
and distributes him for peoples and generations so that they 
might live from him. 


If the Son of God was not bread, 
he would not call himself bread in the congregations.* 


. Why was it necessary for our Lord to become bread? 


Clearly you should listen to the one whom you love. 


Since Adam ate the fruit full of death, 
it is necessary that we eat another fruit full of life. 


Our Lord became the fruit of life, and Adam ate it. 
It dissolved greedy death that was killing him. 


Since death existed in the food of that tree, 
it was necessary that Adam eat life, which would not destroy him. 


[239] God who is life was the One who became food. 
Adam ate him, lived from him, and returned to his place. 


The ancients also perceived this mystery. 
They were longing for this sight that was full of wonder. 


All the upright in these revelations were desiring 
to drink the living water that is our Lord. 


Also Abraham longed to see the crucified one, 
and he saw the image of the crucifixion in his only Son.#4 


And Moses desired to prefigure his Savior; 
and so he stood up on high, stretched out his hands, and imitated 
him. 


All the prophets longed for the Son of God; 
they were afflicted to see the day of his crucifixion. 


. They recognized that he was the living water and a sweet drink. 


They all hoped to drink the water in these epiphanies. 


43 See John 6:35. 44 See Gen 22:1-19. 45 See Exod 17:11. 
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Within the wasteland, an image in the rock was formed. 
When the staff tore it open, it bore waters.*° 


For Israel there was drink in the expanse of the desert. 
And the thirsty people blessed and drank what he struck. 


It granted life and drove out death from the Hebrews. 
And this was the parable for the Son of God who was life. 


And from him all the land, thirsty and worn out, drinks. 
All [the land] which great thirst torments is sated. 


[240] Because of this, Isaiah cried out in the prophecy, 
“Oh all you who thirst and are parched, come to the water.”#” 


See, the poor and unfortunate ask for water, but there is none. 
Their tongue is also dried with thirst and why, indeed?4* 


There had been a shortage of water in the land at that time for a 
long time. 
People looked for water and couldn’t find any to drink there. 


Isaiah said that they sought water, but there was none. 
Who are these people who asked for water to drink? 


These are the upright people who had waited for the Son who 
would shine forth. 
And they looked for him just like for water, but it was blackened. 


And they would look upon his day as those who are anxious with 
thirst. 
And they desired to set their mouth upon his spring. 


For the unfortunate and the poor were not in need of water. 
Rather, they desired the Lord who is water. 


And thus it is written, “I the Lord will answer them;+9 
And I will give water in this thirsty place for the world to drink.” 


Just as it was promised, he sent water for the world to drink: 
his beloved Son. All the earth has had its fill from him. 


46 See Num 20:11. 47 Isa 55:1. 48 See Isa 41:17. 49 Isa 41:17. 
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He makes the rivers in the mountains and pools to flow.%° 
He gave fountains of living water in the valleys. 


. The Son of God who came to earth had been awaited; 


those who understood the mysteries of the house of God had 
been looking for him. 


[241] They desired to eat and drink from him. 
‘They recognized that he had come to become food and drink. 


They longed for him, since the mystery was being stored for his 
time. 

While looking upon him, the righteous waited with their 
generations. 


In these manifestations, they thirsted to drink him as water, 
namely, they who recognized him who was Life of the whole 
world. 


David — king, chosen prophet — loved God. 
He also in his time desired this water.5' 


He thirsted greatly to drink the Son as water. 
He perceived him as living drink for the one who tastes him. 


Since this ineffable mystery was protected with the Father, 
he asked for water from the well of Bethlehem in a certain 
manner. 


Since he was not going to say, “Who permits me to see the Son, 
to drink water from him, and to be sated spiritually?” 


He contrived a plan that, whatever he would say, 
the hidden mystery would not be articulated in his time. 


For he was not authorized to reveal hidden things. 
On account of this, he veiled them and spoke in allegories. 


Since the prophet and king thirsted for the Son of God, 
he called for water in the wells? and asked for the spring of many. 


50 See Isa 41:18. 51 See 2 Sam 23:15. 52 See 2 Sam 23:15; 1 Chr 11:17. 
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“Who gives me water from the well of Bethlehem?” 
While he knew secretly the one for whom he was asking. 


. [242] He who was thirsty called Christ [as water]. 


He recognized him who came to the earth from Bethlehem. 


But in order to veil the mystery of the Son, since it was not yet 
time, 

He called for water from the well, and he retained the hidden 
story. 

The ones who heard that he asked for water supposed it was 


indeed water. 
But even if it was unwittingly, whom did he desire? 


He did not ask for water from fountains or from springs 
but rather from the well. In this, he signified our Savior. 


He was not asking for water that comes up from a spring, 
but rather for some of the water that descends from the dwelling 
places of divinity. 


Nor did he ask for water in order to see a vision. 
For he was not the Son of God from marriage. 


The water of the well comes from an origin on high, 


Just as the Messiah descended from on high to become drink. 


The virgin was a well to whom a drink descended from on high. 


The spring that poured out water for her did not come up from 
the earth. 


‘The woman is also called a well prophetically;53 

And the man a mountain, as is understood by one who perceives 
it. 

So on account of this, King David called Christ “water” from the 


well. 
When he desired to see his day. 


53 See Song 4:15. 
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158. He did not indicate that he would water from just any well, 
[243] But rather [water] of the well of Bethlehem of great 
renown. 


159. [hus he would indicate the water that he was seeking to drink: 
the water that comes from Bethlehem for the entire world to 
drink. 


160. “Who gives me water from the well of Bethlehem?” 
Those who heard this set their sight on this task. 


161. Three men went out, bringing the water that he had sought. 
They went and brought it, but he did not drink the water they 
brought.*+ 


162. He poured out this water before them. He did not taste it 
in order to show that it did not meet his desire. 


163. Nor did he drink this ordinary water that arrived. 
Although it had seemed to them that he had wanted it. 


164. But it was clearly revealed that he did not drink it. 
Since his desire was to take delight in the Son of God. 


165. He asked for water, water came, and yet he did not drink it. 
And he showed openly that he was yearning for the Son, Christ. 


166. Water came for him to satisfy his desire, and he poured it out. 
But they knew that he yearned for water. 


167. Thus he said when he poured out the water that came, 
“T did not drink from this water as you expected. 


168. This water that has come was bought with human blood. 
And I do not drink the water with human blood.% 


169. Who indeed gives me to drink from Bethlehem since I thirst?” 
[244] I will drink water mixed with the blood of the Son of God. 


170. I do not want to drink water with human blood; 
there is no life for the one who drinks [water] with human blood. 


54 See 1 Chr 11:18; 2 Sam 23:16. 55 1 Chr 11:19; 2 Sam 23:17. 
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171. Since it is God who gives life to humanity; 
and to that man, King David, who yearned for it. 


172. Just as it was written that prophets and kings yearned for him; 
blessed is he who came as was hoped for in the prophetic books. 


Here ends how our Lord was known in scripture. 
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Jacob of Serugh, Metrical Homily 
on the Council of Chalcedon 


Translation and Introduction by Sebastian Brock 
Edited by Mark DelCogliano 


INTRODUCTION 


The poet Jacob of Serugh (d. 521) studiously sought to avoid theological 
controversy, particularly in his mere or metrical homilies. But his true po- 
sition emerges in his letters, among which are a number where he is pressed 
to come out into the open by his correspondents. Thus in Letter 17, pressed 
by the monks of the Monastery of Mar Bassus, he explicitly says: “My opin- 
ion remains unchanged. I anathematize, along with all the church, Nestorius 
and his teaching, and all like-minded people; likewise Eutyches, and all who 
think like him; and likewise the Council of Chalcedon, seeing that it too 
employed phraseology that was consonant with the opinion of the accursed 
Nestorius.”' In the same letter he provides his own creedal statement: 


The great one who became small ... the hidden mystery that came 
out into the open, while his mysterious being was not laid bare ... 
he put on low estate in the nether regions; he who is hidden in light 
as in a garment, was hidden in swaddling clothes after the manner 
of children: God, like his Father, human being, like us; complete in 
his divinity, complete in his humanity, the Only-Begotten to whom 
two wombs gave birth,’ the single nature who became incarnate 
without receiving any addition [to himself], one of the Trinity who 
became incarnate, while the Trinity remained as it was.3 


t G. Olinder, Iacobi Sarugensis Epistulae quotquot supersunt, CSCO 110 (Leuven: Peeters, 
1937), 85. See also Letter 14, translated in this volume on pp. 304-308. 

2 That is, those of the Father and of Mary. 

3 Olinder, Iacobi Sarugensis Epistulae, 86. 
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These are basically the same objections to the council which we find in the 
letters that reappear in Jacob’s metrical homily on the Council of Chalce- 
don. 

This homily, like most of Jacob’s other homilies, begins with a long in- 
troduction. The passionate feeling of sorrow at the discord caused by the 
council which is expressed in the homily speaks for itself. It is, however, 
a little hard to discern the force of the biblical testimonia adduced (lines 
116-126) in favor of the author’s standpoint, since these are standard testi- 
monia with which any side in the controversy would presumably have been 
happy. Yet there is also a clear statement of the reasons why the council 
was unacceptable (lines 143-150): it is the dividing up of the properties, 
ascribing them either to the human or to the divine nature. It was precisely 
the emphasis on this aspect in the Tome of Leo and the Letter of Ibas that 
led to the disapproval of these two particular documents of the council by 
the opponents of Chalcedon. What Jacob objected to was the suggestion 
of a schizophrenic Christ; hence the impassioned cry which Jacob puts into 
the church’s mouth in line 155: “The Son of God is one, he is one!” There 
is a radical difference of perspective here. Those who gathered at Chalce- 
don were intent on providing a definition, as it were in the abstract, of the 
relationship between the humanity and divinity in the incarnate Christ; by 
contrast, Jacob did not find this analytical approach at all satisfactory, since 
his primary concern was with the dynamics of the incarnation, that is, with 
its end result and salvific effectiveness (which he saw as being seriously 
imperiled by the Chalcedonian Definition). As Jacob pointed out in his 
great Metrical Homily 94, on Faith, if there is a separate divine nature in 
Christ which is not involved in the death and sufferings of the cross, then 
he who died on the cross is neither Savior nor true Bridegroom of the 
church (Jacob sees the water and blood from the side of Christ, John 19:34, 
as his bridal gift [i-e., the sacraments] to the church). This is precisely the 
concern underlying lines 160-169 of the present homily. 

Editor’s note: In the past there was some doubt as to this homily’s au- 
thenticity since it is preserved in very few manuscripts, but Philip Michael 
Forness has convincingly demonstrated its genuineness.* This translation by 
Sebastian Brock is based on two manuscripts, British Library, Add. 14651 
(dated April 850) and Vatican Library, Syr. 117 (twelfth/thirteenth century), 


4 See Philip Michael Forness, Preaching Christology in the Roman Near East: A Study of Jacob 
of Serugh (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2019), 134-156. 


295 


PART I: THE COUNCIL OF CHALCEDON AND ITS RECEPTION 


and previously appeared in “The Syriac Orthodox Reaction to the Council 
of Chalcedon: Jacob of Serugh’s Homily on the Council of Chalcedon,” Texts 
and Studies: A Review for Hellenism in Diaspora 8-10 (1989-1991), 448-459. 
We are grateful to Professor Brock for his permission to reprint his transla- 
tion, to which he has made minor corrections. The introduction is an edited 
version of his remarks in the article. The first edition of this szemra, based on 
British Library, Add. 14651, was published by Brock in 2006.5 Subsequently 
Sebastian Brock and Lucas Van Rompay discovered a third manuscript of 
this szemra, and the oldest yet: Deir al-Surian, Syr. 28A (dated sixth/seventh 
century).° This witness contains two quotations from the senza and they are 
explicitly attributed to “Jacob the teacher,” further supporting arguments for 
the homily’s authenticity.’ 


TRANSLATION 
Metrical Homily on the Council of Chalcedon 


t O Valiant of Ages who saved his creation through his own might, 
save your church from servitude to those who deny your name! 
O mighty Power before whom all powers tremble, 
hold back from your flock the controversialists who abuse the truth. 
5 O Son of God who in his love became son to a girl, 
the [divine] Intellect begot you amid flame-kindled fervor. 
Him who is hidden from the Watchers, who became manifest for 
Adam’s sake, 
seek how they are dividing him up into parts and measures. 
You are one, who is from one, and there is no place for dividing up: 
10 he who wishes to make division is darkened in his mind. 
May I become illumined through you, Lord, for without your light 
no one can see; 


5 Paul Bedjan and Sebastian P. Brock, Homilies of Mar Jacob of Sarug, 6 vols. (Piscataway, NJ: 
Gorgias Press, 2006), 6: 331-337. 

6 Sebastian P. Brock and Lucas Van Rompay, Catalogue of the Syriac Manuscripts and 
Fragments in the Library of Deir al-Surian, Wadi al-Natrun (Egypt) (Leuven: Peeters, 2014), 
179-181. 

7 See Forness, Preaching Christology in the Roman Near East, 138-139. 
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may I walk in you, for your path is smooth, without anything to 
cause stumbling. 
‘To you may I come, for you are a refuge full of peace; 
may I be with you, for it is most excellent, Lord, to be in your 
presence. 
15 In you, Lord, may I live, for death no longer affects you. 
O [Source of] Wealth, whose wealth never gets impoverished, 
grant to me in my need eloquent utterance so that I may speak of 
you. 
Whether or not I am worthy, act [all the same] on your part, 
for it is your custom to throw your riches to beggars, 
20 giving freely to worthy and unworthy alike. 
Now that I have approached to ask for mercy, grant this to me, 
Lord, 
may I not be a stranger to your gift as a result of my wrongdoings; 
for my course of life rebukes me, [telling me] to keep silent, 
but your great love urges me on to speak. 
25 Let not your door be closed in my face because of my errors, 
otherwise I shall be someone empty and void, full [only] of woe. 
It is quite true, O Son of God, that I have done harm 
but it is true, too, that your mercies are plenteous: 
never has your door, O Son of God, been closed, 
30 except in the face of him who denies your divinity. 
The person who comes to you in love and faith 
will find the door of mercy wide open before him, in very truth. 
I take refuge [in you], O true Son, and in confidence, 
I approach to speak with faith. 
35 May my narrative be to your glory, O Son of God, 
not that you need this, but so that I may be enriched by you; 
for you have fiery bands of [beings of] flame, 
ranks [of angels] of fire and spirit who attend to your service, 
seraphs who cry out, Holy, holy, holy, our Lord,* 
40 angels too, who shout praise on their harps, 
choir upon choir of ministers of fire and of spirit? 


8 See Isa 6:3. g See Ps 103(104):4. 
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who stand before you in great awe and fear: 
nothing remains silent or idle, nor is there confusion 
as they all attend to your praise, O Son of God. 
45 But because Adam’s praise is dear to you, despite its being 
contemptible, 
so it is pleasing to you that Adam’s children should give you praise. 
Accordingly I now seek to give glory 
and approach the praise of you with [all sorts of] excuses; 
do not hold back from me this request I make of you, Lord, 
50 for I am striving that my narrative should confess you [properly]. 


Because of the schisms and conflicts that have multiplied in these 
days 
Iam stirred by great sorrow to speak; 
concerning this Sister of the Night and of Darkness, 
zeal urges me on to utter her story in sorrow. 
55 Itis she who has become the cause of death for human beings: 
the earth has quaked, tottered, and fallen most bitterly; 
it is she who has caused simple people to fall away from God, 
cutting them off from spiritual communion; 
it is she who has been the cause for wrath [falling] upon all creation, 
60 the sword, captivity, and blood which has been shed all over the 
earth; 
it is she who has been the cause of so many afflictions for the earth’s 
inhabitants, 
and now the entire world is in a state of confusion, like a drunken 
man. 
It is she who, from the moment she spilled [her] stain upon the 
church of the Son, 
never set humanity right again, from that moment: 
65 ever since she was proclaimed in the churches and monasteries, 
crazed Legion has entered creation and upset the whole of it. 
It is she who, having seen the perfect “covenant””? in the church of 
the Son, 
crept in and caused disturbance, commotion, and division; 


10 Probably a reference to the bnay qyémda, “members of the covenant,” rather than to the 
clergy. 
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it is she who has caused division among the priests of the Son, 
setting one against another, 

causing schism among ministers to the Godhead. 

It is she who, upon seeing the “covenant” luminous and filled with 
peace, 

mixed her foul brew — and whoever has drunken of it has gone out 
of his mind. 

It is she who has driven upright people from their own homes, 

bereaving them of their dwelling place, [leaving] them to wander in 
the wilderness. 

It is she who has brought down the perfect from their pillars, 

and expelled venerable men from their caves. 

It is she who brought great disgrace upon the servants of the King, 

imprisoning them in towns and in peoples’ [houses]. 

It is she who has put division between wives and their husbands, 

dividing children, too, against their parents. 

It is she who has caused between bridegrooms and brides 

envy, deceit, quarrels and great anger. 

It is she who has been the cause why the entire world is collapsing 

and who is there to prop it up, apart from your bidding, O Son of 
God? 

It is she who has caused the entire world to quiver like a reed, 

and now the whole of creation is in a state of devastation because of 
her: 

they have torn down churches, overthrown monasteries, and 
destroyed altars. 

The offerings being made in the sanctuaries have come to an end, 

and how much more should I speak, or how much should I keep 
silent concerning the evils 

which have multiplied upon earth through this crazy assembly? 

But who is this who has performed all this upon earth? 

Reveal and explain to us, for she is spoken of darkly. 

She is the Synod of Chalcedon 

which the demons gathered, and for which the devils acted as 
counsellors. 
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95 Let the mighty ban of Paul the elect be upon the head 
of its leaders, those who assembled it, and those who established 
it: 
may the Son of God separate them from his inheritance, 
leaving them to torment with the crucifiers in Gehenna, 
seeing that they have cast schisms into the church of the Son of 
God. 


100 Let the ban of Simon, head of the disciples, accompany them. 


O wretches, it is you I am addressing from now on 
if there is any room for utterance to speak in a clear fashion. 
O new Jews who have sprung up all of a sudden, 
why is it the church of the Son of God is torn in schism? 
105 What necessity was there for the profitless conflicts? 
Come, and let us approach the [biblical] lections concerning the 
divinity 
and from them let us learn the truth, that he is [one] without any 
dispute. 
And in so far as [the truth] shall rebuke him, that person travels in 
darkness, in what belongs to him." 
Look at the Son’s types truly present in the prophets: 
110 that first great prophet, full of wise words, 
the upright Moses who guided his flock in wise fashion, 
wrote clearly of the Son of God in his books: 
In the beginning was the Son;” and he explained it to us; 
and again, “The Lord will raise up a prophet from your 
brethren.”%3 
11§ This is Jesus the Word who was born of the Daughter of David. 
And Joshua son of Nun clearly depicted an image for him, 
bearing his very name, and escorting it all over the place. 
Samuel too depicted him in his glorious state. 
Come, Isaiah, and bring out your weighty words: 
120 “Behold, a virgin shall conceive and give birth to Emmanuel,”’™ 
- who is with us, the Son of God, in very truth. 


11 ‘Translation uncertain. 

12 See Gen 1:1, where the second word in Syriac is bra, “he created,” but Jacob remarkably 
takes it as the noun bu, “son.” 

13 Deut 18:15. 14 Isa 7:14. 
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He is the “Valiant One,” and he is the “Wonder”: who will dispute 
it's 
One [prophet] calls him the “Grass which sprung from the midst 
of the earth,”® 
another calls him the “Radiance”? which shone out from the 
house of David; 
125 another calls him the “Stone, hewn without bands,” 
another calls him the “Blessed Shoot from the daughter of 
Jesse.” 
All these clear and glorious utterances 
were spoken by the holy prophets of truth. 
Fools, the children of darkness, were so insolent to inquire*° 
130 concerning Jesus the Word who was born of the daughter of 
David. 
‘The accursed people are saying that “Mary in truth gave birth 
to one God and one human, and we confess him. 
God the Word of the Father did not taste death, 
rather it was Jesus who tasted death, for he was a human being. 
135 God is immortal and not subject to suffering, 
and [so] did not accept to taste death, seeing that he is not 
mortal.”?! 
O accursed wretches, sons of perdition and heretics, 
why is it you travel in the dark and obscurity? 
The Word took it upon himself to be nine months in Mary’s 
womb 
140 out of his great love for Adam, 
and likewise to be three days among those subjected to death. 
Do not boast of your audacity, O quarrelsome man, 
The entire stratagem of your argument is this: 
so that you can enumerate the Son as two, in wicked fashion, 


15 Isa 9:6. 16 Ps 71(72):16. 17 Jer 23:5. 

18 Dan 2:34. 19 Isa rir. 

20 Line 129 is missing from British Library, Add. 14651, but can be restored from Vatican 
Library, Syr. 117, fol. rgor, which likely reflects the original. The translation is from 
Forness, Preaching Christology in the Roman Near East, 144. — Ed. 

21 Brock’s original translation surrounds only lines 131-132 with quotation marks, but it 
seems that the imagined speech of Jacob’s opponents continues to line 136. — Ed. 
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145 the one God who performs mighty miracles, 
and the one human Being who bore the sufferings and indignities; 
the one who was alien to sufferings, death, and the crucifixion, 
and the one, who is Jesus, who was crucified between the thieves. 
The accursed people enumerate Jesus on the one side and the 
Word on the other.” 
150 This is what the accursed sons of perdition are saying, 
and when someone hears their blasphemies, what can he say 
apart from crying out loudly and anathematizing?} them? 
And anyone who is so bold as to attribute by any means at all 
enumeration or division in the Child from [God’s] Being, 
15§ accursed be his mouth — and his thoughts as well — if he does not 
repent. 
“The Son of God is one, he is one!” shouts the church, 
and she is unswayed by the controversialists and disputants: 
“T have learnt the truth from his Father, O wretches, 
and I do not accept the murky dregs of your teachings. 
160 In him who was born from the womb of the glorious [Mary], 
in him is my pride, for it is he who has given me birth from the 
water; 
in him who was whipped with lashes at Pilate’s command, 
in him is my glory, for it is he who holds me back from stripes. 
In him who was crucified between the thieves on Golgotha, 
165 in him is my confidence, for he will raise me up to the heights of 
his Father; 
in him who descended to the depths of Sheol is my hope, 
for he raises me from the darkness in which I was sitting. 
In him who split open the graves with his cry and raised the dead, 


[in him] is my expectancy, for he will raise me up at his right 
hand.” 


At this point British Library, Add. 14651, contains a line that is omitted from Vatican 
Library, Syr. 117, “and the properties of the one do not touch the other.” The omission is 
likely to reflect the original: although “properties” do occur rarely in Jacob’s memre, the 
line spoils the balance of couplets, and is just the sort of thing a later scribe might want 
to add for clarification. See Bedjan and Brock, Homilies of Mar Jacob of Sarug, 6: 331. 

I strongly suspect that the Syriac wanhm, “and [trying to] resurrect,” is a corruption of 
wnbrm, “and anathematizing.” 
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170 How fair is your hope, O daughter of the Aramaeans, how fair is 
your hope; 
true as well is your faith, O betrothed of the Son; 
raise up your voice and stretch forth your hands to God 
so that he may all of a sudden shine forth and exact judgment on 
those who persecute you, 
repaying them with anger, wrath, and vexation 
175 seeing that they are prying into the blessed Child of Divinity; 
but with you, [O church], who have shown him love in faith, and 
without any division, 
may your head be raised up through the salvation which shall 
suddenly shine forth; 
and upon the sinner who toiled and labored on behalf of the bride 
may there be your mercy on the day of your advent, O Son of God. 
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Introduction and Translation by Aaron Michael Butts 


INTRODUCTION 


Jacob of Serugh, who is known as “the Flute of the Holy Spirit and the 
Harp of the Church,” was an influential West Syriac poet. He was born ca. 
451 in Kurtam on the Euphrates. At an unknown date Jacob was appointed 
regional bishop of Hawra, and then in 519 he was consecrated bishop of 
Batnan da-Serugh. He died shortly thereafter, perhaps on November 29, 
521 (different dates are found in the sources). Jacob is best known as the 
author of a large number of metrical homilies: almost 400 survive out of the 
more than 760 that he is said to have written. These treat a variety of topics, 
with retellings of biblical passages being by far the most common. With 
some notable exceptions, such as his Metrical Homily on the Council of Chalce- 
don, Jacob’s metrical homilies do not in general address directly the tumul- 
tuous theological, especially Christological, controversies of his day. This 
is not, however, the case for the forty or so extant letters by Jacob (some of 
which are only partially preserved). Jacob’s letters to the Monastery of Mar 
Bassus are in particular significant for the light that they shed on Jacob’s 
Christology, and within this group Letter 14 is especially important.’ 

In Letter 14 Jacob anathematizes, among others, the three so-called 
Greek doctors of the dyophysite church: Diodore of Tarsus, Theodore of 
Mopsuestia, and Nestorius.? He also subtly adopts some of the language 
of Zeno’s Henotikon.* In other letters Jacob more explicitly promotes the 


1 Translated in this volume on pp. 294-303. 

2 See Philip Michael Forness, Preaching Christology in the Roman Near East (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2018), 89-133. 

3 Writings from each of these “dyophysite doctors” are translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 
366-387, 420-488, 570-576, 585-592, and 637-640. 

4 See especially the sentence “He does miracles, and he endures suffering” toward the end 
of the letter along with the discussion in Forness, Preaching Christology in the Roman Near 
East, 56-88. Zeno’s Henotikon is translated in this volume on pp. 187-190. 
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Henotikon: in Letter 16, for instance, he writes, “I accept the book, the He- 
notikon, which the blessed Zeno, the believing king, has made.” Jacob’s 
support of Zeno’s attempt at compromise between the miaphysites, who 
insisted on a formulation with one nature in Christ, and Chalcedonians, 
who adopted a formula with two natures in one hypostasis, may explain 
why Jacob does not directly criticize the Council of Chalcedon in Letter 
14 — something which he does do, however, in other letters (see Letter 16, 
for example), as well as, at length, in the previously mentioned homily on 
that council. 

In addition to providing details about Jacob’s theological allegiances, 
Letter 14 is an important — even if polemical — source of information on 
the School of the Persians in Edessa and its closing by Zeno, with language 
that parallels the account given by Simeon of Beth Arsham in his Letter on 
Bar Sawma and the Heresy of the Nestorians.° Finally, it should be mentioned 
that Letter 14 provides fascinating biographical details about Jacob: even 
though a miaphysite, Jacob was a student at the School of Edessa, which 
was allegedly closed for its dyophysite teachings. At the School of Edessa 
Jacob was undoubtedly exposed to the exegetical traditions of Theodore of 
Mopsuestia and other Antiochenes, and he may even have personally met 
his East Syriac contemporary Narsai (d. ca. 500).7 

The following translation is based on the edition of the Syriac text 
in G. Olinder, Lacobi Sarugensis Epistulae quotquot supersunt, CSCO 110 
(Leuven: Peeters, 1937), 58-61. Bracketed numbers below indicate pages 
in Olinder’s edition. 


TRANSLATION 


[58] Again, the Argument of Mar Jacob to the Blessed Ones of the 
Monastery of Mar Bassus.* 


‘To the great one and the one full of blessings, the pious one and the lover 
of God, Mar Lazarus, priest and head of the monastery, from the weak 
Jacob, your brother in Christ, the light and life of all, the hope and fulfill- 
ment of all: Greetings. 


5 Jacob of Serugh, Letter 16 (CSCO r1o: 68, 4-6 Olinder). 

6 Also translated in this volume on pp. 309-316. 

7 Several writings of Narsai are translated in this volume on pp. 194-238. 
8 Emending %s, which is found in Olinder’s edition. 
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Chaste brothers from the holy monastery of your fathers approached 
me, testing me and saying, “We want you, my lord, to make known to us 
in writing whether you, my lord, anathematize Diodore and Theodore — 
those who have become a cause of offense for the true teaching of the 
faith.” Although I did not resent the gravity of this request that was made 
to me, I mentally forbade [myself] to fall into the trap of pride, all the while 
fearing this demand. Looking upon the humility and meekness of Christ, I 
brought myself to repentance through humble thoughts, for it is not right 
for me to refuse to answer in accordance with the truth, even though this 
was said to me as a test by simple brothers who love God. I ask that in mak- 
ing an answer to the question of the brothers it not be thought that I came 
to this opinion recently.® 

Thus, I make known to Your Chastity that forty-five years ago, when 
I was reading the divine books in the city of Edessa, when at that time 
the books of the wicked Diodore were being translated from Greek into 
Syriac, when there was in that city a school of the Persians, who held the 
teaching of the foolish Diodore in great love, when all the East [59] was 
corrupted because of that school, which was uprooted from the city un- 
der the stewardship of Cyrus bishop of Edessa, worthy of blessed memory, 
and at the command of the believing emperor Zeno, at that time when 
these books of wickedness were being translated from Greek to Syriac, 
as a young boy in need of teaching I encountered one of these books of 
Diodore, and I found it to be full of every division and every meaning 
that are very far from the truth. Instead of one Christ, he preaches two in 
his books. Immediately, without the action of others, but by the grace of 
God, which possesses everything in its mercy toward all of us, I was dis- 
turbed by that divided and schismatic teaching, and I looked on it as a nest 
full of vipers.'° Immediately, I said, on my own initiative, without anyone 
forcing me, that this man and his teaching are anathematized, as will I be 
if I follow it. I remained of this opinion even though I was reproached by 
the Persians who have high esteem for that teaching, which is far from the 
truth. After some time, the speech of Diodore and Theodoret encountered 
me again, and I found that all of them had drunk from bitter vomit, along 
with the anathematized Nestorius, as well as Diodore, Theodore, and the 


9 Literally, “I set these things recently.” 
10 Perhaps an allusion to Matt 12:34, though the wording differs entirely from the Peshitta 
version. 
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anathematized Theodoret." Just as it is believed that all the apostles drank 
from one Spirit," it is also true that all the heretics have become intoxi- 
cated from the poison [60] of that first serpent, so that they divide the one 
Only-Begotten of God into two. 

Thus, just as I have previously said, now also I repeat again: Anathe- 
matized are Nestorius and Eutyches and all who follow their teaching of 
wickedness, Diodore, Theodore, Theodoret, and anyone who reads their 
books so as to follow their teachings, and anyone who does not confess that 
God the Word, the Only-Begotten of God, entered by the ear of the Vir- 
gin, indwelt in her holy womb, and became flesh from the Virgin. Because 
his incarnation came about without sin, he is confessed in the holy books 
as “son of David, son of Abraham.” For it is only the Only-Begotten who 
was born two births: one from the Father without flesh — the one who 
does not have a beginning — and one from Mary by flesh, as it is written, 
“he was seen in the flesh,”'+ “he is God,”'5 and “God sent his Son into the 
world, and he came about from a woman.” For the church, the Virgin, is 
betrothed to the one Only-Begotten, to the one “who was and is,”’” Jesus 
Christ, that one who is “yesterday, today, and forever,” to the one from the 
‘Trinity who became flesh, to the eternal Son, whose name existed before 
the sun,’ [to the one] to whom the Father said because he came to birth 
from the Virgin in the flesh: “Today, I have begotten you.”*° To this one 
bridegroom of truth is the daughter of light betrothed. To him the church, 
at the time of the mysteries, directs the words of the seraphim when she 
extends to him, “Holy!”*! [61] just as [it does] to his Father. In addition to 
[saying] “one holy Father,” the church proclaims “one holy Son.” 

As for those who divide that one indivisible Christ into two, who attrib- 
ute to him numbers and names, who proclaim God the Word and add the 
human who was assumed, these the church anathematizes. 

Again, as for those who say that he did not become flesh from the Vir- 
gin, but he was seen, from himself and about himself, in an appearance, 
in a likeness, and in a form, these the congregation full of the truth of the 
Only-Begotten anathematizes. For a blessing was promised to the nations 


11 A few decades after Jacob, Emperor Justinian would orchestrate the condemnation of 
Theodore and certain writings of Theodoret as two of the Three Chapters. See his Edict 
on the Orthodox Faith, translated in this volume on pp. 317-340. 

12 See 1 Cor 12:13. 13 Matt 3:1. 14 Rom 9:5. 15 John r:r. 16 Gal 4:4. 

17 Rev 4:8. 18 Heb 13:8. 19 Ps 71(72):17. 20 Ps 2:7. 

21 That is, the Trisagion, “Holy, holy, holy!” See Isa 6:1-3. 
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[that would come] from the seed of Abraham:** his seed is Christ in the 
incarnation from the Virgin, who is the daughter of David, daughter of 
Abraham, she who is confessed to be the Theotokos.?3 

As for those who count and reckon natures after the union and who say 
and make known their characteristics and their properties,*+ these too the 
church makes strangers to its fellowship. For Christ is not divided into two: 
God is one in truth, because he became human in truth in his incarnation 
from Mary, as it is written, “the Word became flesh, and dwelt among us.”*5 

He does miracles, and he endures suffering.** Things exalted and things 
lowly are his, the one Only-Begotten’s, who is not understood, not trans- 
lated, not investigated, not assigned, not examined, not spoken, to whom, 
as well as to the Father with his Holy Spirit, be glory in all times for ever 
and ever. Amen. 


22 See Gen 15:5. 

23 The Syriac here is ya/dat alaha, which is the standard translation of the Greek theotokos. 
24 The edition reads singular “property.” 25 John 1:14. 

26 The language here echoes Zeno’s Henotikon. 
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Simeon of Beth Arsham, Letter on Bar Sawma 
and the Heresy of the Nestorians 


Introduction and Translation by Aaron Michael Butts 


INTRODUCTION 


Simeon of Beth Arsham, who is known as the “Persian Debater,” was a 
defender of miaphysite Christology during the first half of the sixth cen- 
tury. The miaphysite position insisted on a formulation with one nature 
in Christ in contrast to the dyophysite (“two natures”) position, whether 
Chalcedonian or not. Simeon is one of the theologians, who, along with 
Philoxenos of Mabbug (d. 523), Severus of Antioch (d. 538), John of Tella 
(d. 538), and Jacob Burd ‘eyo (d. 578), played a role in the eventual devel- 
opment of a distinct miaphysite church in the aftermath of the Council of 
Chalcedon (451). 

At least two of Simeon’s letters survive. One, written in 524, discusses 
the persecution of Christians in Nagran, a city in South Arabia.' This letter 
also includes polemical remarks against Chalcedonians and “Nestorians.” 
The other extant letter of Simeon, entitled On Bar Sawma and the Heresy of 
the Nestorians, seems to have been written during the reign of the emperor 
Anastasius (491-518), as is implied at one point in the text.* As indicated 
by its subtitle, the letter has two aims: to provide a genealogy of the heresy 
of the “Nestorians” as well as to explain how it spread into the land of the 
Persians. 

Simeon traces the origins of dyophysite Christology to the Jews. This 
is a polemical strategy found frequently among miaphysite Christians. 


H 


Two other works — a letter and the Book of the Himyarites — that deal with the same event 
have occasionally been attributed to Simeon in the scholarly literature, though this 
attribution is not widely accepted. 

See fol. 26v. 


N 
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From the miaphysite perspective, dyophysite Christology (whether Chal- 
cedonian or not) reduces Christ to an ordinary human being, rejecting his 
divinity. Christians have a long history of designating any doctrine that 
minimizes or negates the divinity of Christ as “Jewish” and its followers as 
“Jews.” In the fourth century, for instance, Christians accused followers of 
Arius of being “Jews” since they emphasized the Father’s divinity over the 
Son’s. Similar rhetoric is found in the context of the fifth-century Chris- 
tological debates that concern us here: in this letter, for instance, Sime- 
on states that the influential Antiochene exegete Theodore of Mopsuestia 
(d. 428) held “a Jewish opinion about Christ.” Simeon attributes the spread 
of dyophysite Christology among the Christians of Persia to the exodus 
of dyophysites from Edessa after the closing of the School of the Persians 
there at the command of Emperor Zeno. These dyophysites include Bar 
Sawma, who is mentioned in the title of this letter, as well as Narsai, whom 
Simeon calls “the Leper” and claims is the teacher (mallphana) in the new 
school at Nisibis.3 

The following translation is based on the sole Syriac manuscript that 
preserves the letter, ms. Vatican Library, Syr. 135, fols. 24r—27r. There are 
some problems with the text in the manuscript that require emendation, 
but not all emendations, especially minor ones, have been noted here. The 
Syriac text, with a Latin translation, can also be found in J. S. Assemani, 
Bibliotheca Orientalis Clementino-Vaticana (Rome: ‘Typis Sacrae Congrega- 
tionis de Propaganda Fide, 1719-1728), 1: 346-358. Bracketed numbers 
below indicate folios in the Vatican manuscript. 


TRANSLATION 


[24r] Again, the letter of the blessed Mar Simeon, bishop of Beth Arsham,* which 
he wrote concerning Bar Sawma and the heresy’ of the Nestorians,which shows 
where it started and when it went down into the land of the Persians. 


Just as the true faith of us Christians began with Abraham, the head of the 
fathers,° through the promise that came about from God (as is written, “In 
your seed, the nations will be blessed,” that is, [in] Christ,) and through 


3 Some works of Narsai are translated in this volume on pp. 194-238. 
4 Emending the corrupt rem, which is found in the manuscript. 5 Or, “heresies.” 
6 See Rom 4:1. 7 Gen 22:18. 
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the true faith of Abraham (he was called “the father of all nations,”* among 
whom we also are), so also the error of the Nestorians began from Annas 
and Caiaphas, the high priests,° along with the rest of the Jews of that time. 
These Jews thought that Christ was a human being, as they said to him, 
“You blaspheme! Though only a human being, you make yourself God!”?° 
This was transmitted from the Jews in that time. Some were calling him a 
human being, others a righteous man, a prophet, a good teacher, and the 
king of Israel. However, still others were calling him Beelzebub, head of 
the demons, a Samaritan," a blasphemer, and a transgressor of the law. So, 
there was a division among the Jews about him, but both groups thought 
that he was a human being. This opinion is transmitted among the Nesto- 
rians up to the present. 

From the Jews, Simon Magus, whose Samaritan race was akin to the 
Jews in various ways, received it. He opposed the apostles in Rome, ag- 
grandizing himself and saying, “It is I who am great,” thinking himself to 
be Christ,” as he had received from Annas and Caiaphas, his companions 
and masters. 

From Simon, Ebion received it. 

From Ebion, Artemon received it. 

From him, Paul of Samosata received it. Paul was for a time the bishop 
of Antioch, a city of Syria, in the days of the pagan kings of the Romans 
before Constantine, [24v] the believing and true king of the Romans, 
came to rule, because there was no fear} among the kings of the Ro- 
mans. This Paul of Samosata dared to blaspheme even more than Simon 
Magus, Ebion, and Artemon, his masters, saying about the blessed Mary, 
“Mary gave birth to an ordinary human being,” and “she did not remain 
in her virginity after she gave birth.” He also called Christ created, made, 
mortal, and a son by grace." He said about himself, “I too, if I want, 
could become Christ,'' because I and Christ are one nature.” From Paul 
of Samosata, the heresy of the two natures, their properties, and their 
operations was shown."® 


8 See Gen 17:5. 

9 See Matt 26:3, 26:57; Luke 3:2; John 11:49, 18:13—-14, 18:24, 18:28; Acts 4:6. 
10 See John 10:33. 
tr This word is not found in the edition by Assemani, but it is present in the manuscript. 
12 Or, “a christ.” 13 Or, “religion.” 
14 Later in the letter Simeon contrasts “by grace” with “by nature.” 15 Or, “a christ.” 
16 The surviving fragments of Paul of Samosata are translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 


197-211. 
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From Paul, Diodore of Tarsus, a city of Cilicia, received it. From his 
childhood, Diodore was of the Macedonian heresy, blaspheming against 
the Holy Spirit..7 When Diodore converted to Christianity and became 
bishop of Tarsus of Cilicia, he increased the heresy of Macedonius, and he 
also divided the natures, their properties, and their operations in Christ. 
He thought that Christ was a human being, created, made, mortal, of the 
same nature as us, and a son by grace. In everything, he followed after Paul 
of Samosata, his master."® 

From Diodore, Theodore of Mopsuestia of Cilicia received it. He inter- 
preted all the books of the Old and New Testaments. In all his commentar- 
ies and homilies, he shows that he holds a Jewish opinion about Christ, like 
Diodore and Paul of Samosata, his masters. He increased and confirmed 
these things that come from Simon Magus, Paul [of Samosata], and Di- 
odore. He thought that Christ was a human being, created, made, mortal, 
of the same nature as us, a son by grace, and a temple of the eternal son. 
He said that “He is not a son of God by nature but by grace,” along with 
the rest of his blasphemies, which fill all his homilies and commentaries.” 

From Theodore, Nestorius received it. Nestorius was appointed priest 
in the church of the great city of Antioch and afterwards became bishop of 
Constantinople. [2 5r] He was from the city of Germanicia. He schemed to 
seize for himself the head position of the wicked heresy of his masters, who 
have been mentioned above. May all the members of his heresy be called 
by his name, like Marcion, by whose name the Marcionites are called, and 
like Eutyches, by whose name the Eutychians are called. Because of this, 
Nestorius, the enemy of righteousness, openly blasphemed in the church 
of Constantinople. These things of Simon Magus and from Ebion, Arte- 
mon, Paul of Samosata, Diodore, and Theodore, the masters of Nestorius, 
were secretly transmitted among them until that time. In his pride, Ne- 
storius seized for himself the head position of the heresy. He entered and 
stood in the church before all the people, and he was openly blaspheming, 
saying that Mary should not be glorified’? because she did not give birth to 


17 The claim that Diodore was once a Macedonian is also found in Cyril of Alexandria’s 
First Letter to Succensus 2, translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 731-739. 

18 Selected fragments of Diodore of Tarsus are translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 366-387. 

19 The fragments of Theodore’s On the Incarnation are translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 
420-488. 

20 The verb here is sbhr, which plays on “pride” (subhard) in the previous sentence. 
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God but to a human being, created, made, mortal, of the same nature as us, 
and that it is only by grace that he is worthy to be called the Son of God, 
and that because of his conjunction with mortals Jesus is the Son of God. 
On account of these, along with the rest of his many blasphemies, he was 
anathematized in Ephesus by the holy fathers [and expelled] from the unity 
of the entire holy church of God — he and his masters, who are mentioned 
above. They anathematized everyone who follows him or them. From that 
time until now, they have been called Nestorians.*' 

From Nestorius, Theodoret of Cyrrhus received it. In his zeal on behalf 
of Nestorius, Theodoret made a wicked statement against the holy fathers 
who at Ephesus had anathematized Nestorius, his master.” 

From Theodoret, [bas received it. Ibas, with the rest of all his blasphe- 
mies, which follow everything of his masters mentioned above, blasphemed 
further in one of his homilies and said, “I, Ibas, do not envy Christ, who 
became God, that he has been called God, because he was a human being 
like me and of the same nature.” Because of this, Ibas was anathematized, 
as was Theodoret of Cyrrhus, along with their companions and everyone 
who follows them.’ 

From Ibas, someone named Mari, from Béth Hardashir, received it. 
From there, the land of the Persians began to be corrupted [25v] by Ne- 
storianism through the letters of Ibas as well as through the commentaries, 
homilies, and discourses*4 of his masters. 

After Mari, from Ibas, a priest from Edessa whose name was Maron Elita 
received it. He was a scribe of the school of the Persians that was in the city 
of Edessa at that time. 

Some of the following were in the school of Edessa in the time of the 
Persians:*5 Acacius the Aramaean, who is called in that school “Choker of 
Coins”; Bar Sawma, the servant of Mara of Qardu, who was called “Swim- 
mer among the Nests”; Ma ‘né, of Beth Hardashir, who was called “Drinker 


21 Several letters of Nestorius are translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 570-576, 585-592, and 
637-640. 

22 Simeon may be referring to Theodoret’s Refutation of the Twelve Anathemas of Cyril of 
Alexandria, which is translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 641-657. Two other works of 
Theodoret are also translated in CEECW 3: his Exposition of the Orthodox Faith on pp. 
535-555 and the epilogue of his Evanistes on pp. 747-758. 

23 Ibas’s Letter to Mari the Persian is translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 726-730. 

24 Or, “interpretations; translations.” 

25 It remains uncertain what the various nicknames that come after the following names are 
intended to signify, though their literal meaning is usually clear. 
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of Ashes”; ‘Abshota, of Nineveh, who is called a name that it is not ap- 
propriate for us to write; John of Béth Garmai, who was called “Little 
Pig”; Mikha, who is called “Dagon”; Paul bar Qaqai from a town in Beth 
Huzayé, who is called “Maker of Beans”; Abraham the Mede, who was 
called “Heater of Baths”; Narsai, “the Leper”; and Ezalya from the monas- 
tery of Kephar Mari. These, along with their other companions, were [in] 
one stubborn will followers of the opinion of Ibas. 

There were others who did not listen to Ibas, whose names are written 
here: Mar Papa from Béth Lapat, a city of the Huzites; Mar Philoxenos, 
from ‘Tahal, of Beth Garmai; his brother whose name was Addai; Mar 
BarhadbSabba, from Qardu, who later became archimandrite of the mon- 
astery of ‘Ayn Qenné; Mar Benjamin, the Aramaean, who later became 
archimandrite in Qrita, of the monastery of the school, which is under the 
jurisdiction of the ‘Umrin;’° as well as the others who do not follow the 
will of Ibas. 

After the death of Ibas, all the Persians were expelled from Edessa along 
with the rest of the Edessan authors who follow them. Through the zeal 
of the blessed Mar Cyrus, bishop of Edessa, and at the command of Zeno, 
the king of the Romans, the school in which the Persians were learning in 
Edessa was uprooted, and a sanctuary was built in its place in the name of 
the lady Mary, Theotokos.*? 

Those who were expelled from Edessa went down to the place of [26r] 
the Persians, and some of them became bishops in the cities of the Per- 
sians: Acacius in Béth Aramayé, the defiled Bar Sawma in Nisibis, Ma‘né 
in Beth Hardashir, John in the city of Beth Sari in Béth Garmai, Mikha 
in Lashom in Beth Garmai, Paul bar Qagqai in the city of Ledan in Béth 
Huzayé, Pusi bar Qurti in Shushtar, a city of the Huzites; and Abraham 
among the Medes. Narsai the Leper became the teacher in Nisibis. 

When the Huzites and Persians sought to < ... >** the teachings of Ne- 
storius and Theodore, as they had received them from Ibas, they’? made 
various congregations among the Persians, first in Beth Lapat,3° the metro- 
politan city of the Huzites — this happened in the twenty-seventh year of 
Peroz, king of kings — then in Seleucia-Ctesiphon, the city of Beth Aramayé, 
and then in Beth ‘Adrai, a town under the jurisdiction of Béth Nuhadra. 


26 The interpretation of this word is uncertain. 

27 The Syriac here is ydldat alaha, which is the standard translation of the Greek theotokos. 
28 The manuscript has a blank space here. 29 The manuscript has the singular “he.” 
30 The manuscript has p/t (presumably corrupt). 
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They?" made various canons of the new faith different from their own, 
and they? separated themselves from the true faith of the holy fathers, 
which they had received from the holy apostles and which was proclaimed 
through the Holy Spirit in Nicaea by the 318 bishops along with Constan- 
tine, the true believing king of the Romans. There were 150 pious and holy 
bishops in Constantinople along with emperor Theodosius the Great who 
followed [this faith] as did 253 bishops in Ephesus along with emperor 
‘Theodosius the Younger. Also, 495 bishops of Alexandria the Great, Anti- 
och of Syria, Cappadocia, and Galatia, along with emperor Zeno, agreed 
and again confirmed it in the book that is called the Henotikon. They agreed 
and confirmed it in the time of bishop Marutha, who had been sent in 
an embassy from the emperor, king of the Romans, to Yazdegerd, king of 
kings, in the eleventh year of his rule, along with 4o bishops, who were 
under the jurisdiction of the Persians. Now also 33 bishops of the place of 
Gurzan along with their kings and leaders as well as 32 bishops of Greater 
[26v] Armenia of the Persians with their governors and the rest of the 
orthodox bishops and Christian kings, from Constantine, the true believ- 
ing king, to emperor Anastasius, alive today,33 have followed and confirmed 
these things. 

Therefore, all these bishops, each in his own time, anathematized anyone 
who was daring to write, to teach, or to hand down another faith outside of 
this one written above, which all the holy churches of the orthodox in every 
place hold and believe. All the Persians held [this faith] until the twenty- 
seventh year when the bishops of the Persians transgressed the anathema of 
all the bishops and the kings mentioned above, and they established a faith 
apart from theirs, which introduces a quaternity instead of a Trinity, as it 
confesses the Father, Son, Holy Spirit, and Christ in two natures. 

Thus, we separated ourselves from communion with the Nestorians 
from the twenty-seventh year of king Peroz until today. We have anathe- 
matized them and also anathematize them now, along with Simon Magus, 
their first master, Ebion, Artemon, Paul of Samosata, Diodore, Theodore, 
Nestorius, Theodoret, Ibas, and all those who have trodden in their foot- 
steps and have opposed the truth. With them and like them, we anathe- 
matize Mani, Marcion, Eutyches, Arius, Apollinarius, their teaching, and 
everyone who has thought or thinks like them. 


31 The manuscript has the singular “he.” 32 The manuscript has the singular “he.” 
33 Literally, “living of soul.” 
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Again, we anathematize fully anyone who has come with a letter, synod, 
homilies, liturgical poems, liturgical hymns, the offering of the Eucharist, 
the sanctification of the water, the anointing of baptism, and has dared to 
say that the perfect God took from us a perfect human being for an eter- 
nal conjunction and indwelling. We anathematize anyone who divides and 
gives divine aspects to God, the eternal Son, and human aspects, suffering, 
and death to Jesus, a human being, son by grace and who thus reckons two 
sons, one by nature and another by grace. We anathematize anyone who 
has said or says that there were two natures, their properties, and their op- 
erations in Christ after the true and ineffable [27r] union, which occurred 
truly from two natures. We anathematize the faith, canons, and everything 
else that came about from Acacius, Bar Sawma, Narsai, and their heretical 
companions as well as anyone who has followed or follows them. Again, we 
anathematize Mari of Tahal, the master of Catholicos Babai, in whose days 
appeared this Mari, the teacher of the heresy of the followers of Paul of 
Samosata and Diodore in Béth Aramayé. 

From him, Catholicos Babai bar Hormizd, who was a scribe of Zabar- 
gan, the governor of Béth Aramayé, received the teaching. 

Everyone who does not confess that Mary is the Theotokos35 is anath- 
ematized. 


34 Or, “heresies.” 
35 This is again ydldat alaba, the Syriac equivalent of the Greek theotokos. 
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Introduction by Mark DelCogliano 
Translation by Mark DelCogliano and Bradley K. Storin 


INTRODUCTION 


Emperor Justinian reigned from 527 to 565, but had already played a de- 
cisive role in the reign of his uncle and predecessor Justin I (r. 518-527). 
Before Justin, imperial policy in Christological matters was officially dic- 
tated by the Henotikon that had been issued in 482 to reconcile pro- and 
anti-Chalcedonian factions within the church. Written by the patriarch 
Acacius of Constantinople and promulgated by Emperor Zeno, this docu- 
ment embraced a studied ambiguity by avoiding technical terminology in 
minimalist Christological formulations, by giving approval to both aspects 
of Cyril’s theology (represented by the strongly miaphysite Twelve Chap- 
ters and the dyophysite-leaning Letter of Reunion to John of Antioch), and by 
reducing the council’s work to the condemnation of Nestorius and Eu- 
tyches in order to undermine the achievement of the Chalcedonian Defi- 
nition. Western bishops, who held Chalcedon in high regard, rejected the 
Henotikon outright, leading the bishop of Rome to break off communion 
with Acacius, resulting in the so-called Acacian Schism. While all Eastern 
patriarchs and bishops officially subscribed to the Henotikon, its irenic lack 
of a well-defined middle position between extremes allowed both the pro- 
and anti-Chalcedonian factions to turn the document into a tool for their 
own causes, exacerbating tensions between them. By 518 it was clear that 
the Henotikon had failed. 

In a reversal of previous imperial policy, then, in 518 Justin firmly em- 
braced Chalcedon as the standard of Christological orthodoxy, perhaps 


1 Translated in this volume on pp. 187-190. 
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under the influence of Justinian himself. Almost immediately communion 
between Rome and Eastern Chalcedonians was restored (thus ending the 
Acacian Schism) and anti-Chalcedonian bishops such as Severus of Antioch 
and Philoxenos of Mabbug were deposed. But the anti-Chalcedonian move- 
ment remained vibrant, particularly in Egypt and Syria. Like Justin, Justinian 
of course was a staunch advocate of Chalcedon, and thus a major preoccu- 
pation of his reign became precisely how to reconcile anti-Chalcedonians to 
the imperial church without diluting the authority of Chalcedon. 
Anti-Chalcedonians viewed Chalcedon as a betrayal of Cyril’s Christolog- 


2 


ical legacy and a capitulation to “Nestorians.”* It was the Definition’s phrase 
“in two natures” above all that to anti-Chalcedonians was most redolent of 
“Nestorianism.” This interpretation of the Definition was supported in their 
minds both by its approval of the Tome of Leo, which spoke of each nature 
having its own activity in Christ’s person, and by the too-easy rehabilitation 
of Theodoret of Cyrrhus and Ibas of Edessa at the council. Both bishops, 
erstwhile supporters of Nestorius, had been deposed at Ephesus II but were 
reinstated at Chalcedon without being required to condemn their anti-Cy- 
rilline writings. Anti-Chalcedonians were also frustrated that the council had 
not embraced the full scope of Cyril’s Christology, particularly that aspect 
of his thought represented by the Twelve Chapters. The twelfth of these 
chapters affirmed that God the Word was the subject of Christ’s suffering 
on the cross, which was a key marker of orthodoxy for anti-Chalcedoni- 
ans, but which had gone unmentioned in the Chalcedonian Definition. The 
council had also avoided a discussion of Theodore of Mopsuestia altogether, 
whom Cyril had identified as the inspiration behind Nestorius. For most 
anti-Chalcedonians the Chalcedonian Definition was fatally flawed and the 
work of the council irredeemably misguided. 

Some advocated for an amendment of the work of Chalcedon as a way 
out of the impasse to reconcile pro- and anti-Chalcedonians. But the 
course that Justinian chose — joining the path of other theologians of the 
era such as Leontius of Byzantium and Leontius of Jerusalem — was rather 
a clarification of the council’s work. For Justinian and others, commitment 
to Chalcedon remained unshaken, but there was acknowledgment that its 
Definition and its actions were subject to misinterpretation. This new ap- 
proach to Chalcedon, which is sometimes called Neo-Chalcedonianism 


2 See also the works of Timothy Aelurus, Philoxenos of Mabbug, and Jacob of Serugh 
translated in this volume on pp. 129-186 and 239-308. 
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or Cyrilline Chalcedonianism, attempts to clarify the meaning of the Defi- 
nition by extracting and highlighting what its proponents took to be the 
latent Cyrillianism already present in the Definition, by demonstrating 
the fundamental agreement between Chalcedon and the whole of Cyr- 
il’s Christology, in particular that found in the Twelve Chapters. The en- 
deavor to clarify Chalcedon in this manner, however, was at the same time 
a constructive project which resulted in real Christological innovation and 
development. Thus, Neo-Chalcedonianism used the resources of the ec- 
clesiastical tradition, above all Cyril, to articulate a more refined Christol- 
ogy that was less liable to misinterpretation than the Definition had been. 

Throughout his reign Justinian was involved in several attempts to achieve 
reconciliation between pro- and anti-Chalcedonians — all without success. 
One attempt came around 544 or 545 when he issued an edict against the 
Three Chapters — the person and writings of Theodore of Mopsuestia,} 
certain writings of Theodoret of Cyrrhus,+ and the Letter to Mari the Per- 
sian attributed to Ibas of Edessa.5 These three were of course the bishops 
of the previous century who were most reviled by anti-Chalcedonians as 
“Nestorians” — except for Nestorius himself. By condemning the Three 
Chapters, then, Justinian probably intended to show anti-Chalcedonians 
the true meaning of Chalcedon’s dyophysite Definition, that it provided no 
foothold for “Nestorianism.” 

Unfortunately for Justinian, the edict condemning the Three Chapters 
was poorly received in both East and West. Vigilius of Rome refused to sign 
the edict, and many or most Eastern patriarchs and bishops only signed it 
under duress, some because they were reluctant to be out of step with the 
Roman church. Realizing that Vigilius’s support was the key for the edict’s 
widespread acceptance, Justinian summoned Vigilius to Constantinople in 
547, where the emperor worked through various means to secure his sup- 
port for the condemnation of the Three Chapters. In 548 Vigilius issued 
a formal condemnation, known as the Iudicatum. This backfired, however, 


3 The fragments of Theodore’s On the Incarnation are translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 
420-488. 

4 Chiefly, those against Cyril of Alexandria’s Twelve Anathemas, but also mentioned are 
other writings against “the orthodox faith” and Ephesus I, as well as some writings “in 
defense of Theodore and Nestorius.” Three writings of Theodoret are translated in 
CEECW 3 on pp. 535-555 (Exposition of the Orthodox Faith), 641-657 (Refutation of the 
Twelve Anathemas), and 747-758 (Eranistes Epilogue). The second of these falls under the 
second chapter. 

5 Translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 726-730. 
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as Western bishops vociferously made their hostility to it known, leading 
Justinian to allow Vigilius to withdraw the Iudicatum. In its stead, Justinian 
hatched a plan for a council of Western and Eastern bishops to issue a joint 
condemnation of the chapters. This council was eventually held in Con- 
stantinople in May 553 — Constantinople II.° 

Before the council convened, however, Justinian issued the Edict on the 
Orthodox Faith in 551, which is translated below in part. Whatever its ori- 
ginal purpose — and it is not entirely clear what that was — the edict’s lasting 
value lies in its important clarification of Chalcedon in the light of the full 
scope of Cyril’s Christology. The detailed Neo-Chalcedonian Christologi- 
cal exposition in the edict set the stage for Constantinople I, supplying the 
theological reasoning that informed the work of that council two years lat- 
er. As the anathemas included in this edict were recycled as the canons is- 
sued by Constantinople II, this edict provides the rationale for the canons, 
which constitute the council’s most influential Christological statement. 

The edict has two main parts, with thirteen anathemas between them. 
The first part is constructive, clarifying the contents of Neo-Chalcedonian 
Christology and distinguishing it from the strict miaphysite approach of 
anti-Chalcedonians.’? Throughout this part, as he interprets the Chalce- 
donian Definition, Justinian critically appropriates Cyril’s Christology and 
often proceeds by citing and interpreting passages from Cyril and other 
theological authorities such as Gregory of Nazianzus. Justinian insists upon 
the formula “one composite Christ” or “one composite hypostasis,” instead 
of the anti-Chalcedonian “one composite nature,” as the expression that 
not only excludes a Nestorian division or Eutychian confusion of the two 
natures from which Christ was compounded, but also preserves the integ- 
rity of each of those natures. The concept of a “composite hypostasis” was 
originally used by anti-Chalcedonians, but Justinian reinterprets it within 
the context of a clear distinction between nature and hypostasis imported 
from ‘Trinitarian theology. Yet at the same time Justinian is clear that this 
conceptual distinction between Christ’s two natures does not imply their 
separation in reality. Furthermore, Justinian accepts the soul-body analogy 


6 Selections from Acts of Second Council of Constantinople are translated in this volume on pp. 
341-389. 

7 My summary of the first part is indebted to the analysis of Richard Price, The Acts of 
the Council of Constantinople of 553 with Related Texts on the Three Chapters Controversy, 
Translated Texts for Historians 51, 2 vols. (Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 2009), 
I: 124-128. 
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often used by Cyril and anti-Chalcedonians. According to this analogy, just 
as a human being is one nature from two natures, so too is Christ. Justinian, 
however, points out the limits of this analogy, stressing that Christ’s nature 
(as Christ, rather than as divine or human) is utterly unique. Thus he says 
that, unlike “human being,” which can be predicated of many hypostases, 
“Christ” cannot. While Justinian concedes that Cyril spoke of “one nature” 
without qualification, he notes that Cyril also spoke of “one incarnate na- 
ture of God the Word” as well as of “two natures,” thereby showing that 
Cyril did not use “nature” and “hypostasis” as equivalent terms. 

Accordingly, the anti-Chalcedonian claim that one can speak of “one 
nature” of Christ in the same way we speak of “one hypostasis” of Christ is 
mistaken. However, the expression “from two natures” can be used as long 
as it is clear that the two natures remain distinct after the union, and Jus- 
tinian himself often achieves this by using the phrase in combination with 
the Chalcedonian “in two natures.” In addition, employing distinctions 
developed in the fourth-century Trinitarian controversy, above all by the 
Cappadocians, Justinian avoids the Nestorian error of the two natures in 
Christ being independent entities by identifying “nature” as that which is 
common and “hypostasis” as that which is individual. Accordingly, Justini- 
an makes it clear that it was one of the three divine hypostases, that of the 
Word of God, who became incarnate through the hypostatic union. This 
means that Christ’s humanity did not exist before the union, and still less 
did it exist as a separate individual prior to the incarnation; rather, Christ’s 
humanity received the beginning of its hypostatic existence in the hyposta- 
sis of God the Word at the moment of the union. The one hypostasis is 
therefore not the product of the union but the subject of the union, which 
became incarnate, that is, acquired human attributes as well as divine ones. 
Accordingly, the incarnate God the Word is the sole subject of everything 
attributed to Christ, including the suffering on the cross. 

Anathemas 1-10 summarize the Christological exposition of the first 
part. Anathemas 11-13 are directed against Theodore, Theodoret, and 
Ibas. The second part presents the case against Ibas and Theodore, setting 
the stage for the more extensive case presented against the Three Chapters 
at Constantinople in 553. Translated below are the first part and the thir- 
teen anathemas. 

The critical edition from which this translation has been made is Eduard 
Schwartz, Drei dogmatische Schriften Iustinians, ABAW.PH n.F. 18 (Munich: 
Verlag der Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1939), 72-111. 
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TRANSLATION 


[72] In the name of God the Father, and his only-begotten Son Jesus Christ 
our Lord, and the Holy Spirit. The Emperor and Caesar, the Christ-loving 
Flavius Justinian Alamanicus, Gothicus, Francicus, Germanicus, Anticus, 
Alanicus, Vandalicus, Africanus,® pious, fortunate, glorious, victorious, 
prize-winning, eternally august Augustus, to the whole entirety of the 
catholic and apostolic church. 

We know that nothing pleases the beneficent God as much as all Chris- 
tians thinking one and the same thing about the orthodox and unblemished 
faith and there being no schisms in the holy church of God. Accordingly, 
we have thought it necessary to remove every occasion for being offended 
or causing offense, to clarify through the present edict the confession of 
the orthodox faith that is proclaimed in the holy church of God, so that 
those who confess the orthodox faith may keep it with certainty and those 
who quarrel with it may learn the truth and endeavor to be united to the 
holy church of God. 

We confess therefore that we believe in the Father and Son and Holy 
Spirit, the same-in-substance Trinity, glorifying one divinity or nature 
and substance and power and authority in three hypostases or persons, in 
whom we have been baptized, in whom we have believed, and to whom 
we have sworn our allegiance, dividing the distinctive features while unit- 
ing the divinity. We worship Unity in Trinity and Trinity in Unity? that 
is in possession of both division and union in a paradoxical way — Unity 
according to the formula of substance or divinity, but ‘Trinity according 
to the distinctive features or hypostases or persons. “For they are divided 
undividedly, so to speak, and are conjoined dividedly. After all, the divin- 
ity is one in three, and the three are one, in which the divinity exists, or to 
speak more precisely, which are the divinity.”*° Each is God, should it be 


8 The eight previous titles represent Justinian’s respective claims to various military 
victories in the Balkans, western Europe, and North Africa. 

9 Asimilar expression has fourth-century precedents: Epiphanius, Anacoratus 22.7 (GCS 
25: 31, 22-23 Holl): “For we do not say ‘henad and dyad’ or ‘unity and unity’ but ‘Unity 
in Trinity and Trinity in Unity”; Epiphanius, Panarion 62.3.3 (GCS 31: 391, 23-24 
Holl): “We confess the Trinity, Unity in Trinity and Trinity in Unity”; Gregory of 
Nazianzus, Oration 25.17, 3-4 (SChr 284: 198 Mossay/Lafontaine): “Unity is worshiped 
in Trinity and Trinity in Unity”; Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 6.22, 18-19 (SChr 4o5: 
176 Calvet-Sebasti): “Unity is worshiped in Trinity and Trinity is recapitulated in Unity.” 
See also Theodoret of Cyrrhus, Exposition of the Orthodox Faith 7 (CACSS 3.1: 26 Otto): 
“For Unity is understood in Trinity, and Trinity is known in Unity.” 

10 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 39.11, 18-21 (SChr 358: 172 Moreschini). 
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contemplated alone with the mind separating the inseparable realities, and 
the three are God when contemplated with each other in their identity of 
movement and nature, since we must both confess the one God and pro- 
claim the three hypostases or three persons, and each with its distinctive 
property. And “we neither make the union a confusion” in the manner of 
Sabellius, who said that the Trinity was one person with three names," that 
the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit were the same; nor in making distinctions 
do we dissociate the Son or the Holy Spirit from the substance of God the 
Father in the manner of the madness of Arius, who sliced the divinity into 
three different substances.'’ There is therefore “one God, the Father, from 
whom are all things, and one only-begotten Son, through whom are all 
things, and one Holy Spirit, in whom are all things.” 

We confess that the same only-begotten Son of God, God the Word, 
who before the ages and in a non-temporal manner was begotten, not 
made, from the Father, himself in the last days for us and for our salvation 
came down from the heavens and became incarnate of the Holy Spirit and 
the holy, glorious, Theotokos and ever-virgin Mary, and was begotten of 
her. He is the Lord Jesus Christ, one of the holy Trinity, same-in-substance 
with God the Father according to his divinity and the same one same-in- 
substance [74] with us according to his humanity, passible in flesh and the 
same one impassible in divinity.* For there is not someone else alongside 
the Word who accepted the suffering and the death, but it was the impass- 
ible and eternal Word of God himself who endured a birth of human flesh 
and fulfilled all things. 

For this reason we do not think that God the Word who worked mir- 
acles is one and the Christ who suffered is another, but we confess one 
and the same, our Lord Jesus Christ, the incarnate and humanified Word 
of God, and to the same one belong both the miracles and the sufferings, 
which he voluntarily endured in the flesh. For it was not an average human 
being who gave himself up on our behalf; rather, it was the Word himself 
who gave his own body up on our behalf, not so that our faith and hope 
would be in a human being, but so that we would put our faith in the Word 
of God himself. And therefore when we confess that he is God we do not 


11 In Greek, hen prosopon trionumon. 

12 See Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 39.11, 22 (SChr 358: 172 Moreschini). 

13 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 39.12, 1-3 (SChr 358: 172 Moreschini), altering and 
expanding upon 1 Cor 8:6. 

14 These two sentences echo the language of not only the Nicene-Constantinopolitan 
Creed but also the Chalcedonian Definition. 
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reject that he is also a human being, and when we say that he is a human 
being we do not deny that he is also God. For if he was only God, how did 
he suffer? How was he crucified and how did he die? After all, these things 
are foreign to God. But if he was only a human being, how did he con- 
quer through suffering? How did he save? How did he give life? For these 
things were beyond a human being. But as it is, the same one suffers and 
saves and conquers through the suffering; the same one is God, the same 
one is a human being; both together are as one, each is as alone. 

Accordingly, when we speak of one composite Christ from each nature, 
that is, from divinity and humanity, we do not introduce confusion into 
the union. And when we acknowledge our one Lord Jesus Christ, the in- 
carnate and humanified Word of God, im each nature, that is, in divinity 
and humanity, we are not inflicting upon his one hypostasis a division into 
independent things or a severance, but we are indicating the difference be- 
tween the natures from which he was compounded, which is not destroyed 
because of the union, since each nature is in him. For when composition 
is confessed, it is the case both that the parts exist in the whole and that 
the whole is acknowledged in the parts. For neither is the divine nature 
changed into the human, nor is the human nature turned into the divine. 
Instead, since each is understood to exist in the definition and principle of 
its own nature, we affirm that the union has been effected hypostatically. 
‘The hypostatic union, however, means that God the Word, that is, the one 
hypostasis out of the divinity’s three hypostases, was not united to a pre- 
existing human being, but in the womb of the holy Virgin fashioned for 
himself from her in his own hypostasis flesh endowed with rational and 
intellectual soul, which is precisely what human nature is. 

When teaching us this hypostatic union of the Word of God with the 
flesh, the divine Apostle says, “Who, though he was in the form of God, 
did not regard equality with God as something to be grasped, but emptied 
himself, taking the form of a slave.”"5 By saying, “Who, though he was in 
the form of God,” he indicated that the Word’s hypostasis exists in God’s 
substance, but by saying, “He took the form ofa slave,” he signified that the 
Word was united to human substance, not to a hypostasis or person. For 
he did not say that he took one who existed in the form of a slave, lest he 
indicate that the Word was united to a preexisting human being, as the im- 
pious Theodore and Nestorius blasphemed when they said that the union 


15 Phil 2:6-7. 
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was relational. But as for ourselves, following the divine scripture and the 
holy fathers, we confess that God the Word became flesh," which is to say 
that he united human nature to himself hypostatically. 

For this reason our Lord Jesus Christ is one, having in himself both 
the whole of divine nature [76] and the whole of human nature. He is 
Only-Begotten and Word inasmuch as he was begotten from God the Fa- 
ther, while the same one is “firstborn among many brothers””’ insofar as he 
became a human being. For the Son of God became Son of Man and, re- 
maining what he was, did not change what he became. Accordingly, we also 
confess two births of the same only-begotten Word of God, one before the 
ages from the Father incorporeally, and the other of the same one in the 
last days from the holy, glorious, Theotokos, ever-virgin Mary when he be- 
came incarnate and humanified. For he who shined forth from the Father 
in a way surpassing [human] understanding emerged from his mother in a 
way surpassing [human] expression, and, being true God, he truly became 
a human being. 

Therefore, we confess that the holy, glorious, and ever-virgin Mary 
is Theotokos in the proper sense of the term and in truth, not as if the 
Word of God took his beginning from her, but because in the last days the 
only-begotten God the Word from before the ages became incarnate from 
her and became human without change. And “he who is invisible in his own 
realm became visible in ours; the impassible God did not think it unworthy 
to become a passible human being and the immortal God to be subject to 
death’s laws.” As for this one who was born in Bethlehem from the seed of 
David according to the flesh, made similar to human beings, and crucified 
on behalf of human beings in the time of Pontius Pilate, the holy apostles 
proclaimed that the same one is God, the same one is human being; the 
same one is Son of God, the same one is Son of Man; the same one is from 
heaven, the same one is from earth; the same one is impassible, the same 
one is passible.’ 

For the Word who was begotten above from the Father ineffably, in- 
expressibly, incomprehensibly, and eternally was himself begotten in time 
here below from the Virgin Mary, so that those previously born here below 


16 John 1:4. 17 Rom 8:29. 

18 Leo of Rome, Tome to Flavian 4 (ACO 2.2.1: 28, 2-6 Schwartz), with omissions, 
translated in full in this volume on pp. 36-48. 

19 The use of “the same one” echoes the Chalcedonian Definition. 
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might be born again above, that is, from God.*° He has, then, a mother 
only on earth and we have a Father only in heaven. For when he took the 
mortal father of human beings, Adam, he gave human beings his own im- 
mortal Father in accordance with what is written, “He gave them power to 
become children of God.”* Accordingly, the Son of God tasted of death 
in the flesh because of his fleshly father so that the sons of human beings 
might share in his life because of God their spiritual Father. He is, then, 
Son of God by nature, but we are [sons of God] by grace. And again, he 
became son of Adam in keeping with the economy and for our sakes, but 
we are sons of Adam by nature. For God is his Father by nature, but ours 
by grace. And he became his God in keeping with the economy inasmuch 
as he** became a human being, but he is our Master and God by nature. 
And this is why the Word, who is Son of the Father, was united to flesh and 
became flesh, so that human beings united to the Spirit might become one 
spirit.”3 

The true Son of God himself, then, wore all of us so that all of us may 
wear the one God. And even after the humanification he is one of the holy 
‘Trinity, the only-begotten Son of God, our Lord Jesus Christ, composite 
from each nature. But we confess that Christ is composite in conform- 
ity with the teaching of the holy fathers. For in regard to the mystery of 
Christ, the composite union excludes the confusion and division [of the 
natures] and preserves the distinctive properties of each nature. It shows 
one hypostasis or person of God the Word even with the flesh. And he is 
one and the same, complete in divinity and complete in humanity, not as 
if in two hypostases or persons, but because he is acknowledged in divine 
and human natures, so that both may be one, complete God and complete 
human being, the same Jesus Christ our Lord, one of the holy Trinity, who 
is glorified along with the Father and the Holy Spirit. For the holy Trinity 
did not receive an addition of a fourth person [78] just because one of the 
holy Trinity, God the Word, became incarnate. We guard this good treas- 
ure*4 entrusted to us by the holy fathers; according to it we live and struc- 
ture our way of life. And may we take it as our traveling companion when 
we depart from this life,’ this confession of Father and Christ the Son of 
the living God and the Holy Spirit. 


20 See John 3:3-15. 21 John 1:12. 22 That is, the Son. 
23 See 1 Cor 6:17. 24 See 2’ Tim 1:14. 
25 The phrase “when we depart from this life” is supplied from the Latin version. 
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In confessing these things thus and also accepting, in addition to the 
other things about the orthodox faith taught by Cyril among the saints, 
his statement, “one incarnate nature of God the Word,” we confess that 
from the divine nature and the human nature resulted one Christ, not 
one nature, as certain individuals who take this expression in a wicked 
sense try to claim. The fact is that whenever this father himself said, 
“one incarnate nature of the Word,” he used the term “nature” instead 
of “hypostasis” in that case. And in the passages in which he uses this ex- 
pression, for the most part he added [another term] in what comes next, 
sometimes “Son,” sometimes “Word” or “Only-Begotten,” which do not 
indicate nature but hypostasis or person. So then, when the hypostasis 
of the Word became incarnate, it did not result in one nature but in one 
composite Christ, the same one God and human being. And moreover 
when we confess that Christ is God and human being, it is impious to 
speak of one nature or one substance in his case. For it is impossible 
that our Lord Jesus Christ, according to one and the same nature or 
substance, is both before the ages and in time or both impassible and 
passible, which is precisely what we confess in an orthodox manner about 
his one hypostasis or person. 

From the very statements of the same Cyril among the saints we will 
demonstrate that his teaching on the aforementioned expression is as clear 
as can be. For in the First Letter to Succensus when he says “one incarnate 
nature of God the Word,” he immediately adds: 


Therefore, insofar as it is a matter of contemplation and per- 
ceiving strictly with the eyes of the soul the manner in which 
the Only-Begotten became human, we affirm that there are two 
natures*® but one Christ and Son and Lord, that is, the Word of 
God who became human and was incarnated.?7 


Through these words the father, wanting to communicate the manner of 
the humanification and preserving the indivisibility and unconfusedness, 
both indicated the number of natures that came together and proclaimed 
one Christ, but not one nature of divinity and flesh. Furthermore, in the 


26 The quotation here omits the words tas henotheisas, which would make the translation be 
“that there are two natures that were united.” 

27 Cyril of Alexandria, First Letter to Succensus 7 (ACO 1.1.6: 153, 23-154, 3 Schwartz), 
translated in full in CEECW 3 on pp. 731-739. 
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Second Letter to the same Succensus he teaches something similar, writing 
as follows: 


For if when we said “one nature of the Word” we had stopped there, 
not adding the word “incarnate” (as if we were excluding the econ- 
omy), then perhaps there would somehow be a plausible reason 
for them to feel justified in asking, “Where is the perfection in hu- 
manity?” or “How has the substance like ours subsisted?” But since 
the perfection in humanity and the indication of the substance like 
ours have also been introduced when one says “incarnate,” let them 
stop supporting themselves with this staff made out of a reed.** For 
if someone disregarded the economy and denied the incarnation, it 
would be just to charge them with stripping the Son of his perfect 
humanity. But if, as I have said, to say “he became incarnate” is a 
clear and unambiguous confession of the fact that he became a hu- 
man being, nothing any longer prevents one from understanding 
that the same one, Christ, existing as one and only Son, is God 
and human being, just as perfect in divinity as he is perfect in hu- 
manity. And Your Perfection has expounded the rationale of the 
Savior’s suffering most correctly and with great wisdom [80] when 
you maintain that the only-begotten Son of God himself, insofar 
as he is understood to be and actually is God, did not suffer bodily 
things in his own nature, but rather that he suffered in his earthly 
nature. For it was necessary that both assertions must be preserved 
with respect to the one and true Son: both that he did not suffer 
with respect to his divinity and that he is said to suffer with respect 
to his humanity. For the flesh that suffered belonged to him.’ 


Moreover, in the thirteenth chapter of the Scholia the same Cyril among 
the saints similarly rejects both those who introduce two sons and those 
who speak of one nature of Christ’s divinity and flesh, writings as follows: 


So then, we should not divide the one Lord Jesus Christ into a hu- 
man being on his own and into God on his own, but we speak of one 
and the same Lord Jesus Christ, recognizing the difference between 
the natures and keeping them unconfused with one another.*° 


28 See Isa 36:6. 

29 Cyril of Alexandria, Second Letter to Succensus 4 (ACO 1.1.6: 160, 19-161, 8 Schwartz), 
translated in full in CEECW 3 on pp. 740-746. 

30 Cyril of Alexandria, Scholia on the Incarnation 1.4 (ACO 1.5: 222, 31-33 Schwartz). 
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If, therefore, just as Cyril among the saints teaches, our Lord Jesus Christ 
is one, complete in divinity and the same one complete in humanity, and 
he did not suffer in his divine nature but in his earthly nature, and more- 
over he also knows both the difference between the natures and that they 
are preserved unconfused with each other in one hypostasis, it is clear that 
the father says that the same one is acknowledged in the divine and human 
natures3' and in him there is each nature from which he was compound- 
ed. And no one would be so insane as to think that they express orthodox 
thought by claiming that there is one nature or substance of Christ’s flesh 
and divinity, the same one divine and earthly, passible and impassible. 
Now there are certain individuals who take a different approach in their 
attempt to establish that there is one nature of Christ’s divinity and human- 
ity by adducing the example of a human being. They say that just as a hu- 
man being is called one nature even though he is composed from elements 
that are different in nature (namely, soul and body), so too when it comes 
to Christ we ought to say that there is one nature, even though we say that 
he is from two natures (namely, divinity and humanity). In response to 
them we will say this: even if a human being is composed from different 
elements (namely, soul and body), he is nonetheless called one nature since 
this is what is predicated in common of all the hypostases or persons that 
fall under the same species. For even if it is most certainly true that each 
hypostasis or person, such as Peter or Paul, is distinguished from one an- 
other on account of their unique characteristics, they are nonetheless not 
distinct in nature since they are both human beings. And again, a human 
being is neither a soul apart from a body nor a body apart from a soul, but is 
fashioned from non-being into being from soul and body. And even if every 
creature has been composed of different elements, it is nonetheless said to 
have that one nature according to which it was created by God. Not so with 
Christ. For he does not display one nature or substance that is predicated 
in common of many hypostases or persons, as a human being does. (For if 
this were the case, many Christs would be found, of whom would be pred- 
icated what is common to the one nature; but it is impious to say this.) But 
Christ was not created from the beginning out of divinity and humanity in 
the same manner that a human being is created out of body and soul, such 
that this is what the nature of Christ is. Instead, the Word, who is God 
before the ages and of the same nature or substance as the Father and the 


31 Another allusion to the Chalcedonian Definition. 
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creator of all things, in the last days hypostatically united human nature to 
himself and so became a human being without ceasing to be God. 

Christ is therefore one hypostasis or person and possesses in himself the 
whole of the divine and uncreated nature and the whole of the human and 
created nature. How then is it possible to speak of one nature or substance 
in the case of him in whom two [82] natures are acknowledged, uncreat- 
ed and created? For even if Christ is one hypostasis or person, but same- 
in-substance with God the Father and the same one same-in-substance 
with us, then it is certainly not according to one and the same nature or 
substance that this is true. If Christ were one nature or substance, then he is 
fleshless and same-in-substance with God the Father alone given that there 
is one substance or nature of the divinity, or he is a mere human being and 
same-in-substance with us alone given that there is one nature of humanity, 
or each nature has been changed and the result is something that differs in 
nature from those elements that came together, and so in their estimation 
Christ neither remained God nor became a human being, and therefore 
the same one is same-in-substance neither with the Father nor with us. But 
to hold such a point of view is the full measure of all impiety. 

Now we say all these things not in ignorance of the fact that some of the 
holy fathers used the example of a human being for the mystery of Christ. 
But some of them did this to show that, just as what results from soul 
and body is one human being and not two human beings, so too Christ, 
compounded from divinity and humanity, is one and not divided into two 
Christs or two sons. Others, however, used the example of the human be- 
ing to introduce one nature or substance of Christ’s divinity and humanity, 
which we have demonstrated to be foreign to piety. 

But having been convicted by these remarks of fashioning for themselves 
one nature or substance of divinity and flesh in opposition to the orthodox 
teaching of the fathers, they turn in a different direction, saying that one 
should not speak about number of natures in Christ because number intro- 
duces division. Let them know therefore that when number is said in refer- 
ence to different persons or hypostases, they end up with a division of their 
realities into independent things, such as is the case for two or more human 
beings. But when said in reference to realities that have been united, in this 
case [the division is] only in thought and contemplation; they certainly do 
not end up with a division of the realities themselves, such as is the case for 
the one hypostasis of a human being that is composed from soul and body. 
For here two natures are contemplated, one of soul and the other of body, 
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and nonetheless there is not therefore a division into two human beings, 
but we understand the human being to be one and his hypostasis to be one. 
And therefore when it comes to the mystery of Christ, once the union has 
occurred, even if those elements which have been united are contemplated 
as different, nonetheless the elements from which our Lord Jesus Christ 
was compounded are not divided from each other in reality and into inde- 
pendent things. But in full awareness of the difference and wanting to indi- 
cate it, we employ number and affirm that there are two natures in Christ 
and therefore the one Christ is not divided into two Christs or two sons. 

Gregory the Theologian among the saints also bears witness to what we 
have said in his first treatise to Cledonius, writing as follows: 


If anyone introduces two sons — one from God his Father, the oth- 
er from his mother, but not one and the same — he has also fallen 
away from the adoption promised to those who believe correctly. 
The natures are two, God and human, since there is both soul and 
body. But there are neither two sons nor two gods. For in our case, 
there are not two humans, even if Paul talks about the inner and 
outer person like this.3* And if I must speak concisely, there is one 
thing and another out of which the Savior comes (unless the invis- 
ible is the same as the visible, or the atemporal as the temporal), 
not one and another.33 Absolutely not! 3 


[84] Note that through these words Gregory among the saints clearly 
teaches that, when it comes to the mystery of Christ, whoever speaks of 
number in reference to persons is condemned as impious, whereas whoev- 
er accepts number in reference to the natures from which the one Christ 
was composed makes an orthodox confession, since through this he in- 
dicates the difference between the natures that came together but in no 
way makes a division into independent things. For just as the nature of the 
soul is one thing and that of the body another, though they result in one 
composite human being and not two, so too in Christ, even if two natures 
are contemplated, with the nature of the divinity being one thing and that 
of the humanity another, for this reason two Christs or two sons are not 


32 See 2 Cor 4:16; Eph 3:16. 

33 In Greek, allo men kai allo ... owk allos de kai allos. 

34. Gregory of Nazianzus, Letter 101 to Cledonius 18-20 (SChr 207: 44 Gallay), translated in 
full in CEECW 3 on pp. 388-398. 
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introduced. Thus, it is clear that those who refuse to speak of number in 
reference to the natures in Christ in the way described are denying the dif- 
ference between the natures and introducing confusion into the economy. 
But if they confess the difference, it is absolutely necessary for them in ad- 
dition to this also to speak of the number of the natures that came together 
unconfusedly into one hypostasis. For where difference is preserved, there 
certainly number also follows. 

As confirmation of what we have said, let us use the testimony of the 
holy fathers to show that they said that, when it comes to the mystery of 
Christ, some of their words make distinctions according to the difference 
between the natures from which he is composed, namely divinity and hu- 
manity, and they accept number in this case, but they certainly do not make 
a division of the natures in reality and into independent things, resulting in 
two hypostases or persons. For Cyril among the saints in his commentary 
of Leviticus speaks as follows: 


In a word, here again [Moses] clearly examines the mystery of our 
Savior and the purification that happens through holy baptism. For 
he commands that two living and pure birds be taken? so that you 
may understand by these winged creatures the heavenly human be- 
ing who is also at the same time God in two natures: he is divided 
as far as the appropriate definition for each is concerned (for it was 
the Word from God the Father who shined forth in the flesh from 
a woman), yet he is not severed (for Christ is one from both).3¢ 


And again, the same Cyril among the saints in the Second Letter to Suc- 
census writes as follows: 


But they have failed to realize that it is the case that whatever 
things are amenable to being distinguished merely at a theoretic- 
al level would definitely not also withdraw completely from one 
another into the difference between two entirely independent 
things, one alongside another.37 


35 See Lev 14:4. 36 PG 69: 576 Aubert. 

37 Cyril of Alexandria, Second Letter to Succensus 5 (ACO 1.1.6: 162, 2-4 Schwartz), 
translated in full in CEECW 3 on pp. 740-746. The quotation here omits a negative 
particle in one place (7) and adds a negative particle (0) in another; the original 
text reads: “For they have failed to realize that it is not the case that whatever things 
are amenable to being distinguished merely at a theoretical level may definitely also 
withdraw completely from one another ... ” 
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And Basil among the saints in his fourth book against Eunomius interprets, 
“The Lord created me and before the hills he begot me,”3* and writes as 
follows: 


So then, one must take “he begot” in reference to the Son of God 
and “he created” in reference to the one who took the form of the 
slave. In all these words, however, we do not say there are two, 
God on his own and a human being on his own. For he was one, 
but we consider the nature of each by way of conceptualization.3? 


And Gregory the Theologian among the saints in his second oration on 
the Son teaches us that we must distinguish the natures in our Lord Jesus 
Christ by way of conceptualization when he writes as follows: 


Whenever the natures are set apart in our conceptualizations, the 
names are also distinguished. Listen to Paul when he says, “... that 
the God of our Lord Jesus Christ, the Father of glory”#° — the God 
of Christ but the Father of glory. For even if both are one, yet it is 
not by nature but by coming together." 


And Gregory the bishop of Nyssa among the saints in his fourth book 
against Eunomius teaches us the same thing and writes as follows: 


And so that no one should attribute the suffering on the cross to 
the incorruptible nature, [86] [Paul] quite clearly corrects such an 
error through other words by calling him “Mediator between God 
and human beings”* and “human being” and “God” in order that, 
by applying the two [names] to the one [individual], one might un- 
derstand what is appropriate for each, namely the impassibility for 
the divine and the economy of the suffering for the human being. 
So then, as long as conceptualization divides what was united out 
of love for humanity but remains distinguished in thought, when- 
ever he proclaims what is superior and transcends all intellect, he 


38 A conflation of Prov 8:22 and 8:25. 

39 PG 29: 704 Garnier. The fourth and fifth books against Eunomius attributed to Basil in 
antiquity are now considered inauthentic. 

40 Eph 1:17. 

41 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 30.8, 9-13 (SChr 250: 242 Gallay/Jourjon), also known 
as the fourth “theological oration,” which is the second on the Son in this set of five 
orations. 

42 1 Tim 2:5. 
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uses the more exalted names, calling him “God over all,” “great 
God,” “power of God,” “wisdom,” and suchlike.# But whenever 
he describes in his text the experience of sufferings necessarily un- 
dertaken because of our weakness, he gives names to both derived 
from our reality and designates him a human being, not with the 
aim of placing the referent of the term on the same level as the 
rest of [human] nature, but so that piety is preserved with respect 
to each [nature].+4 


Now that all this has been thus demonstrated from the teaching of the 
fathers, let those who take the number of the natures in Christ as a pretext 
for their error stop trying to introduce confusion by using this to deny the 
difference. For how is number not necessary when the fathers used it to 
indicate the difference between the natures that were united into one hy- 
postasis and not for their division into independent things? 

Now that it has been demonstrated from all quarters that it is impious 
to speak of one nature or substance of Christ’s divinity and flesh, we will 
say this too, that it is not possible to speak of one nature of Christ in the 
same way that we speak of one hypostasis of Christ’s divinity and humanity, 
since nature and hypostasis are not the same thing. For all the holy fathers 
teach us in unison that nature or substance and form is one thing and hy- 
postasis or person is another thing, and that nature or substance and form 
indicates what is common, whereas hypostasis or person what is particular. 
But if some people say that, just as one composite hypostasis is predicated 
of Christ, so too one must predicate one composite nature, we will dem- 
onstrate that this is alien to piety. For though we speak of one nature or 
substance of divinity, we glorify three hypostases in it, acknowledging in 
each hypostasis the same nature or substance, and we piously affirm that 
one of the three hypostases, the hypostasis of the Word, was compound- 
ed with the flesh. For in the catholic church no one has ever dared to say 
that, just as there are three hypostases, so too there are three natures of 
the holy Trinity, enabling someone to say that one of the three natures was 
compounded with the flesh. Indeed, it was Arius alone who dared to speak 
of three natures in reference to the holy Trinity and for this he was con- 
demned as a blasphemer. 


43 See Rom 9:5; Titus 2:13; 1 Cor 1:24. 
44 Gregory of Nyssa, Against Eunomius 3.4.14-15 (GNO II: 138-139 Jaeger). 
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For this reason, then, in accordance with orthodox doctrine, we speak 
of a union of two natures and one hypostasis, since the Son of God, who 
is another alongside the Father in terms of hypostasis and yet of the same 
nature as the Father, created for himself in his own hypostasis flesh en- 
dowed with rational and intellectual soul. This shows that the Word of 
God was united to human nature and not to a hypostasis or person of some 
particular individual. Therefore the Word of God, even when incarnate, is 
acknowledged to be one hypostasis in each nature, both in the divine [na- 
ture], in which he existed, in accordance with “who, though he was in the 
form of God,”#5 and in the human [nature] in accordance with “being born 
in human likeness.”4° And so for this reason one should speak piously of 
one composite hypostasis of God [88] the Word rather than one composite 
nature, since when nature is spoken of on its own without qualification and 
without a particular individual person belonging to it, it signifies some- 
thing undefined and without hypostatic existence,#? and what is undefined 
cannot be compounded with anything. 

Even after such arguments, however, if someone motivated by sheer 
contentiousness should attempt to oppose us by saying that, in keeping 
with the definition that is given to nature, Christ’s human nature must also 
possess its own hypostasis or its own person, it is clear that he is claiming 
that the Word was united to a preexisting human being and the union 
effected is relational. For a hypostatic union of two hypostases or persons 
is impossible. Accordingly, whoever says such things is eager to empty the 
power of God through words of human wisdom and is ignorant of the 
great mystery of piety,*® which “is believed with the heart for justification 
and is confessed with the mouth for salvation.”#° For the human nature 
of Christ is never spoken of on its own, nor yet did it possess its own 
hypostasis or person, but it received the beginning of its existence in the 
hypostasis of the Word. 

Accordingly, we confess that God the Word himself became a human 
being without change and he did not enter into some particular human 
being, and when the same God the Word became incarnate, his birth was 
from the Virgin and that is why the holy, glorious, ever-virgin Mary is Theo- 
tokos. Therefore, both before the incarnation of God the Word and after 
his incarnation we speak of three hypostases of the Father and of the Son 


45 Phil2:6. 46 Phil2:7. 47 In Greek, anhypostaton, or “anhypostatic.” 
48 See 1 Tim 3:16. 49 Rom ro:to. 
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and of the Holy Spirit inasmuch as the holy Trinity did not receive an ad- 
dition of a fourth hypostasis or person. 

All this therefore refutes those who speak of two natures before the un- 
ion because they suggest in the manner of the madness of the impious 
‘Theodore and Nestorius that the human being preexisted and as such was 
united to God the Word. And those who say that we ought not speak of 
two natures in Christ after the union, but only of one, introduce confusion 
and illusion in the manner of the impious Apollinarius and Eutyches. Such 
are the views of these people. But the holy fathers, having observed the 
elements from which Christ is even after the humanification of the Word, 
and perceiving that the two natures remained unconfused, have stated in a 
most orthodox manner that there are two natures in Christ, the divine and 
human. For it is neither true that before the humanification there were two 
natures of the Lord nor that after the humanification the two became one, 
even if they are acknowledged in one hypostasis. 

Having been instructed in these matters by both the divine scriptures 
and the teaching of the fathers, it made sense for us to write in refutation 
of those who confuse or divide the mystery of the divine economy. Yet in 
providing clarity in regard to the elements from which Christ is and in 
which he is acknowledged, we are not introducing confusion or division 
into the divine economy. And indeed, putting forward the doxology and 
the doctrine of the union, we confess one Christ and Son and Lord, the in- 
carnate and humanified Word of God, and we worship him together with 
the Father and the Holy Spirit. Since these things are confessed thus by 
the catholic church of God, we want all Christians to know that, just as we 
have one God and Lord, so too we have one faith. For there is one defin- 
ition of faith, namely to confess and in an orthodox manner to glorify the 
Father, Christ the Son of God, and the Holy Spirit. This is the confession 
we guard. Into this we were baptized. This was given by our great God 
and Savior Jesus Christ to his holy disciples and apostles and this was pro- 
claimed by them to the whole world. The 318 holy fathers, who assembled 
at [go] Nicaea against Arius and condemned him along with his impiety, 
handed down the same confession or symbol and instruction of faith to 
the holy church of God. After them the 150 holy fathers, who assembled 
at Constantinople against Macedonius the Pneumatomachian and against 
Magnus the Apollinarian and condemned them along with their impieties 
and in every respect followed the same holy symbol that had been hand- 
ed down by the 318 holy fathers, provided clarity on what pertains to the 
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divinity of the Holy Spirit. And again, the holy fathers who assembled at 
Ephesus for the first time against the impious Nestorius and the holy fa- 
thers who assembled at Chalcedon against the impious Eutyches, and in 
every respect followed the aforementioned holy symbol or instruction of 
faith, condemned the previously mentioned heretics along with their im- 
pieties as well as those whose views were or are like theirs. And in addition 
to this they anathematized those who hand down to those proceeding to 
holy baptism or returning from any heresy whatsoever a definition of faith 
or symbol and instruction that is different from the one handed down, as 
has been said, by the 318 holy fathers and clarified by the 150 holy fathers. 

Given that this is the situation, we have also decided to append chapters 
that contain in summary not only the confession of the orthodox faith but 
also the condemnation of the heretics.5° 

1. Ifanyone does not confess Father and Son and Holy Spirit, the same-in- 
substance ‘Trinity, one divinity or nature and substance, and one power and 
authority, worshiped in three hypostases or persons, let him be anathema. 

2. If anyone does not confess that God the Word, who was begotten 
from the Father before the ages and in a non-temporal manner, in the last 
days came down from the heavens and became incarnate from the holy and 
glorious Theotokos and ever-virgin Mary and became a human being and 
was born from her, and for this reason that there are two births of the same 
God the Word, one before the ages in an incorporeal manner and the other 
in the last days according to the flesh, let him be anathema. 

3. If anyone says that God the Word who performed miracles is one 
and Christ who suffered is another, or says that God the Word was with 
the Christ born of a woman! or was in him as one in another, but does 
not say that he is one and the same, our Lord Jesus Christ, the incarnate 
and humanified Word of God, and that to the same one belong both the 
miracles and the sufferings that he voluntarily endured in the flesh, let him 
be anathema. 


50 The following thirteen anathemas were the basis for the fourteen canons promulgated at 
the Council of Constantinople in 553, translated in this volume on pp. 382-388. While 
the canons are for the most part slight expansions of the anathemas, there are also many 
deletions and other subtle changes. Anathemas 1-4 correspond to canons 1-4. Anathema 
5 corresponds to canon 6, whereas anathema 6 is identical to canon 10 (this is the only 
case of an anathema being adopted as a canon without change). Anathemas 7 and 8 were 
reworked as canon 7. Anathemas 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 correspond to canons 8, 11, 12, 13, 
and 14, respectively. (There is no precedent for canon g in Justinian’s edict.) 

51 See Gal 4:4. 
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4. If anyone says that it was according to grace or activity or dignity or 
equal honor or authority or reference or relation or power that the union 
of God the Word with a human being took place, or that it was accord- 
ing to homonymy (which leads the Nestorians both to call God the Word 
“Christ” and to give the name “Christ” separately to the human being, 
and to speak of one Christ in virtue of a [shared] designation), or if any- 
one says that the union took place according to good pleasure (as the 
heretic Theodore says using these very same words, as if God the Word 
was pleased with the human being as a result of thinking well and highly 
of him), but does not confess that the union of God the Word with flesh 
endowed with a rational and intellectual soul took place hypostatically, and 
for this reason that his composite hypostasis is one, let him be anathema. 

5. [92] If anyone says that it is according to reference or in the improper 
sense of the term that the holy glorious ever-virgin Mary is Theotokos, or 
that she is Anthropotokos or Christotokos, as if Christ was not God, but 
does not confess that she is Theotokos in the proper sense of the term and 
in truth, because God the Word, who was born from the Father before the 
ages, in the last days became incarnate and was born from her, let him be 
anathema. 

6. If anyone does not confess that our Lord Jesus Christ crucified in the 
flesh is true God and Lord of glory** and one of the holy Trinity, let him 
be anathema. 

7. If anyone says “in two natures” without confessing that our one Lord 
Jesus Christ, the incarnate Word of God, is in divinity and humanity, but 
understands this expression in respect of the mystery of Christ not as signi- 
fying the difference between the natures from which he was compounded 
but as referring to a division into independent things, as if the natures 
are separate and hypostatically distinct, as Theodore and Nestorius blas- 
pheme, let him be anathema. 

8. If anyone confesses the number of the natures in our one Lord Jesus 
Christ, that is, the incarnate God the Word, without understanding that 
the difference between these natures, from which he was compounded, res- 
ides in contemplation, so that this difference is not destroyed on account 
of the union, but uses the number to refer to a division into independent 
things, let him be anathema. 


52 See 1 Cor 2:8. 


338 


Emperor Justinian, Edict on the Orthodox Faith 


g. If anyone, when saying “one incarnate nature of God the Word,” does 
not understand the phrase to mean that one Christ resulted from the div- 
ine and human natures, same-in-substance with the Father according to 
the divinity and the same one same-in-substance with us according to the 
humanity, but to mean that one nature or substance resulted from Christ’s 
divinity and flesh in the manner of the wicked belief of Apollinarius and 
Eutyches, let him be anathema. But as for both those who divide the mys- 
tery of Christ’s divine economy, or cut it into independent things, and those 
who confuse it, the catholic church rejects and anathematizes them equally. 

to. If anyone does not anathematize Arius, Eunomius, Macedonius, 
Apollinarius, Nestorius, Eutyches, and those whose views were or are like 
theirs, let him be anathema. 

11. If anyone defends Theodore of Mopsuestia, who said that God the 
Word is one and Christ is another — [He said that it was Christ] who was 
troubled by the passions of the soul and the desires of the flesh; who im- 
proved himself by progress in works; who was baptized in the name of the 
Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit, and received the grace of the Holy 
Spirit through this baptism; who was deemed worthy of adoption as son 
[by God]; and who, in a manner like that of an imperial image,°} was wor- 
shiped as the proxy*+ of God the Word and, after the resurrection, became 
immutable in his thoughts and completely sinless. Furthermore, Theodore 
said the union of God the Word with Christ was like that of which the 
Apostle spoke in the case of a man and woman, “The two shall become one 
flesh.”55 In addition to his countless other [94] blasphemies he ventured 
to say that after the resurrection, when the Lord breathed on his disciples 
and said, “Receive the Holy Spirit,”5* he did not give them the Holy Spirit 
but breathed on them only in appearance. And as for Thomas’s confession, 
“My Lord and my God!”57 which he made upon touching the Lord’s hands 
and side after the resurrection, Theodore claimed that Thomas did not say 
this about Christ (for Theodore denies that Christ himself is God), but 
that Thomas, overwhelmed by the incredibleness of the resurrection, was 
singing praise to God who had raised Christ. And even worse, in his Com- 
mentary on the Acts of the Apostles, the same ‘Theodore likens Christ to Plato, 
Manichaeus, Epicurus, and Marcion, saying that, just as each of these men, 


53 Inhabitants of the Roman Empire were expected to venerate the emperor’s image as they 
would the emperor himself. 
54 In Greek, prosdpon. 55 Eph 5:31. 56 John 20:22. 57 John 20:28. 
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upon discovering his own doctrine, made his disciples be called Platonists, 
Manichaeans, Epicureans, and Marcionites, so in a similar way, after Christ 
discovered his doctrine, they were called Christians from him. — Well then, 
if anyone defends Theodore who uttered such blasphemies, but does not 
anathematize him and his writings, as well as all those whose views were or 
are like his, let him be anathema. 

12. If anyone defends the writings of Theodoret which he expounded in 
support of the heretic Nestorius and against the orthodox faith, the first 
holy synod at Ephesus, and Cyril among the saints and his ‘Twelve Chap- 
ters, in which impious writings the same Theodoret says that the union of 
God the Word with a particular human being was relational, about which 
he utters the blasphemy that Thomas touched the one who had arisen but 
worshiped the one who had raised him, and for this reason he calls the 
teachers of the church impious for confessing the hypostatic union of God 
the Word with the flesh, and furthermore denies that the holy, glorious, 
ever-virgin Mary is Theotokos. — Well then, if anyone praises the afore- 
mentioned writings of Theodoret, but does not anathematize them, let him 
be anathema. For it was because of these blasphemies that he was ousted 
from the episcopacy and afterward at the holy synod at Chalcedon was 
compelled to do all that was contrary to the aforesaid writings and to con- 
fess the orthodox faith. 

13. If anyone defends the impious Letter which is said to have been writ- 
ten by Ibas to the heretic Mari the Persian,>* which denies that God the 
Word became a human being and claims that God the Word was not in- 
carnated and born from the Virgin but that a mere human being was born 
from her, whom the Letter calls a temple, as if God the Word is one and the 
human being another, and furthermore defames the first synod at Ephesus 
for condemning Nestorius without trial and investigation and labels Cyril 
among the saints a heretic and his Twelve Chapters impious while prais- 
ing and vindicating ‘Theodore and Nestorius and their impious writings. 
— Well then, if anyone, in accordance with what has been stated, vindicates 
the aforesaid impious Letter or says that it or a part of it is orthodox, but 
does not anathematize it, let him be anathema. 


58 Translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 726-730. 
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Fourteen Canons 


Introduction and Translation by Mark DelCoghano 


INTRODUCTION 


Emperor Justinian convened the second Council of Constantinople in 553 
for the sole purpose of condemning the so-called Three Chapters — the 
person and writings of Theodore of Mopsuestia (d. 428),’ certain writings 
of Theodoret of Cyrrhus (d. ca. 466),? and the Letter to Mari the Persian 
attributed to Ibas of Edessa (d. 457).3 Why was it deemed expedient to 
condemn these figures and their writings a century after their deaths? The 
reasons are complicated and remain debated by scholars. Justinian was at 
least partially motivated by fostering a reconciliation of anti-Chalcedoni- 
ans with the imperial, Chalcedonian church.t The condemnation of the 
Three Chapters by a joint council of Eastern and Western bishops was 
probably intended to demonstrate to anti-Chalcedonians that the charge 
of “Nestorianism” they leveled against the imperial church was groundless. 

Anti-Chalcedonians had long cited the rehabilitations of Theodoret and 
Ibas at Chalcedon (they had both been deposed at Ephesus IT) as reasons 


H 


The fragments of Theodore’s On the Incarnation are translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 
420-488. 

Chiefly, those against Cyril of Alexandria’s Twelve Anathemas, but also mentioned are 
other writings against “the orthodox faith” and Ephesus I, as well as some writings “in 
defense of Theodore and Nestorius.” Three writings of Theodoret are translated in 
CEECW 3 on pp. 535-555 (Exposition of the Orthodox Fuith), 641-657 (Refutation of the 
Twelve Anathemas), and 747-758 (Eranistes: Epilogue). The second of these falls under the 
second chapter. 

3 Translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 726-730. 

4 For further details on Justinian’s involvement in the Christological controversies, see the 
introduction to his Edict on the Orthodox Faith on pp. 317-321. 
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inter alia for rejecting that council. Furthermore, the ongoing appeal of 
Theodore to dyophysites, whether within or without the Roman Empire, 
continued to cause miaphysites to worry about a resurgence of “Nestori- 
anism.” In 544 or 545 Justinian had issued an edict condemning the Three 
Chapters, but it had been poorly received in the East and West, prompt- 
ing Justinian to call for a council of Western and Eastern bishops to issue 
a joint condemnation of the chapters. In order to achieve this, Justinian 
needed the cooperation of Vigilius, the bishop of Rome, who was sum- 
moned to Constantinople in 447 for refusing to sign the edict against the 
Three Chapters. Vigilius eventually acquiesced to Justinian’s demands and 
was seemingly ready to play his part in a joint condemnation of the chap- 
ters by Western and Eastern bishops alike. The planned council was held in 
Constantinople in May 553. It is often called Constantinople II to distin- 
guish it from the ecumenical council held in the same city in 381. 

Much like Ephesus II in 449, Constantinople IT in 553 was a heavily 
choreographed affair, with little spontaneity or real theological debate. It 
was presided over by patriarch Eutychius of Constantinople, and the lead 
prosecutor of the case against the Three Chapters was Theodore Ascidas, 
the metropolitan bishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia and Justinian’s chief 
theological advisor since 536. What follows is a summary of the sessions 
that indicates which selections from the sessions have been translated. 


Sessions 1-3: The Boycott by Vigilius (May 5-9, 553) 


Justinian’s well-laid plans for the council were thrown into disarray even be- 
fore it started when Vigilius — who had been living in Constantinople since 
547, essentially under house arrest — boycotted the proceedings. Accordingly, 
the first three sessions at Constantinople II were occupied with negotiations 
to secure Vigilius’s participation in the council. The first session on May 5 
began with the reading of a letter from Justinian addressed to the council. 
After a short survey of the accomplishments of the previous four ecumenical 
councils in rooting out the heresies of their day, highlighting the animating 
role of the emperor in each case, Justinian identified the Three Chapters 
as the means by which the “Nestorians” of his day promoted their teach- 
ings. While both Eastern bishops and Vigilius had condemned the Three 
Chapters in the past (namely, after the edict of 544/5), Justinian complained 
that the latter’s current refusal to attend the council was forestalling a joint 
condemnation. After a profession of faith, Justinian set out the agenda of the 
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council: to examine the Three Chapters. Two letters were then read out: (1) a 
letter from Eutychius to Vigilius, from early January 553, inviting Vigilius to 
attend the council as its president; and (2) a letter from Vigilius to Eutychius, 
dated January 6, 553, in which Vigilius appears to consent to the request. The 
first session concluded with a number of bishops visiting Vigilius to urge him 
to attend, but the bishop of Rome cited ill-health as an excuse. 

The second session on May 8 dealt with reports on visits to Vigilius, the 
first on May 5 and a second on May 7, as efforts to convince him to attend 
the council continued. At these meetings Vigilius requested a twenty-day 
postponement so that he could produce a written response. The second 
session concluded with a report on a visit on May 7 to four other bishops, 
allies of Vigilius, who also refused to attend the council. At the short third 
session on May 9, with Vigilius still absent, only a few excerpts from docu- 
ments read at the first session were read out before adjournment. 


Sessions 4-6: The Case against the Three 
Chapters (May 12-19, 553) 


In spite of Vigilius’s continuing boycott of the council, the examination of 
the Three Chapters began. The fourth session on May 12 was devoted to 
the first part of the case against Theodore of Mopsuestia. Here seventy-one 
excerpts from his writings were read out, the majority of which were cho- 
sen to prove that he rejected a union of the two natures in Christ and 
thus was a heretic.5 The remainder of the excerpts attempted to show that 
Theodore attributed the origin of sin to the divine will and rejected cer- 
tain books of the Bible — charges peripheral to the pressing Christological 
issues but further tainting Theodore with impiety. The last document read 
was a “Nestorian” creed attributed to Theodore. The fourth session con- 
cluded with the council judging Theodore worthy of condemnation based 
on the excerpts and creed, but it still planned to investigate further. 

The case against Theodore continued at the fifth session on May 17. 
His heresy having been proven at the fourth session, the fifth session con- 
cerned itself with the second part of the case against him, the validity of the 


5 Several of these excerpts were from Theodore’s On the Incarnation, the fragments of which 
are translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 420-488. 

6 This creed first appears in the acts of the Council of Ephesus in 431 as part of the plaint 
of Charisius. It is translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 701-704. 


343 


PART I: THE COUNCIL OF CHALCEDON AND ITS RECEPTION 


posthumous condemnation. Numerous excerpts on this topic were present- 
ed, mostly from “orthodox fathers” — the ecclesiastical authorities of previ- 
ous generations. After this, Theodore Ascidas delivered a long speech, surely 
prepared in advance, arguing that Cyril of Alexandria had never rejected 
posthumous condemnation, nor had other orthodox fathers. The final evi- 
dence adduced was an excerpt from the acts of a council at Mopsuestia held 
in 550 that confirmed the removal of Theodore’s name from the diptychs.’ 
At this point, even though the council considered the case against Theodore 
to have been proven and his posthumous condemnation licit, a final verdict 
against him was postponed to the final session. The fifth session, however, 
was not over. The council took up the case against Theodoret, reading out 
sixteen excerpts from his writings. These were deemed enough to convict 
Theodoret, but, again, a final verdict against him was postponed. 

The sixth session on May 19 was devoted to the third chapter, the Letter 
to Mari the Persian attributed to Ibas. The session began with the reading of 
this Letter as well as a letter of Proclus of Constantinople to John of Antioch 
from 438, in which he accused Ibas of favoring Nestorius. Theodore Ascidas 
then gave an overview of Ibas’s career showing that he had often been accused 
of favoring Nestorius, and Theodore furthermore argued that Chalcedon did 
not approve the Letter to Mari but had reinstated Ibas only because he anath- 
ematized the letter and denied he had written it.* This was followed by the 
presentation of excerpts from Ephesus and Chalcedon as well as letters from 
Cyril of Alexandria, Nestorius of Constantinople, Celestine of Rome, and 
Leo of Rome to disprove Ibas’s claim that Nestorius had been condemned 
without trial or investigation. After this, the Chalcedonian Definition of Faith 
was read out and another long speech was delivered, probably prepared in 
advance by Theodore Ascidas, demonstrating how Ibas’s Letter was contrary 
to the Definition. The sixth session concluded with affirmations that Ibas was 
a heretic, though a final verdict against him was postponed to the final session. 
Significant portions of the sixth session are translated below, including the 
two long speeches by Theodore Ascidas, which demonstrate the details of the 
historical and theological case made against Ibas. 


7 In late antiquity the diptychs of a church were lists of bishops with whom the church 
was in communion; thus, the removal of a bishop’s name from the diptychs constituted 
breaking communion with that bishop (whether living or dead). 

8 This denial at Chalcedon is the reason why the bishops at Constantinople II routinely 
refer to the Letter to Mari as “attributed” to Ibas or “said to have been written” by him, 
even though no one doubted his authorship. 
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Session 7: Vigilius Exonerates the Three Chapters (May 26, 553) 


With the case against the Three Chapters having been made at the previ- 
ous three sessions, the council was ready to issue its final verdict. But on 
May 25 — twenty days after he had asked for a postponement — Vigilius 
issued his first Constitutum, which exonerated the Three Chapters. As this 
was a direct challenge to the authority of the council itself, the seventh ses- 
sion on May 26 was devoted to marginalizing Vigilius. Several documents 
of Vigilius were read out, including secret documents Vigilius had given to 
Justinian, proving that he had condemned the Three Chapters in the past. 
Accordingly, his recent refusal to do so in the first Constitutum was present- 
ed as perjury. The seventh session ended with the reading of a decree from 
Justinian removing Vigilius from the diptychs. Though the decree did not 
formally excommunicate him, the threat of that happening if he continued 
in his perjury was clear. 


Session 8: Final Verdict (June 2, 553) 


Now that Vigilius was sidelined, the council could issue its final verdict 
against the Three Chapters. At the eighth session on June 2 a summary 
of the council was read out, probably composed by Eutychius with the 
assistance of Theodore Ascidas. This long speech concluded with the for- 
mal condemnation of the Three Chapters. This was followed by the four- 
teen canons of the council: the first ten are Christological, indicating the 
boundaries of acceptable Christological discourse and condemning the 
heresies that transgress those boundaries, whereas the last three are di- 
rected against each of the Three Chapters. The minutes concluded with 
the signatures of 166 bishops. The verdicts of the first eighteen bishops 
who signed are identical, each professing adherence to the four ecumenical 
councils and explicitly condemning the Three Chapters. The eighth ses- 
sion is translated below in its entirety. The long speech that summarizes 
the council provides great insight into what those in control of the council 
thought it had achieved, whereas the fourteen canons provide a résumé of 
the Christological issues at stake. 

It needs to be noted that the Christology articulated in the canons, par- 
ticularly canons 1-10, was never the subject of discussion at any session 
of the council. Rather, the fourteen canons are derived from the thirteen 
anathemas in Justinian’s Edict on the Orthodox Fuith issued two years before 
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the council in 551.° Accordingly, one finds in the minutes of the sessions no 
theological justification for the canons. Rather, the Christological reason- 
ing behind the canons is articulated at length in the edict of 551. For vari- 
ous reasons Justinian had to withdraw this edict and it is probably because 
of this that it is not mentioned anywhere in the acts of Constantinople II. 
But the edict’s influence is quite apparent in the canons, which constitute 
the council’s most important Christological statement. 

Some months after the conclusion of the council, Justinian finally got 
Vigilius, still under house arrest in Constantinople, to capitulate under 
threat of deposition. In February 5 54 Vigilius issued his second Constitutum 
which reversed his first and condemned the Three Chapters. While this 
sparked fierce opposition in some Western quarters, the Roman church’s 
official policy of accepting Constantinople II won the day in the West. The 
council was accepted in the East too, but it failed to achieve any rapproche- 
ment with the anti-Chalcedonians. Indeed, the council only accelerated 
the establishment of an independent anti-Chalcedonian church. In time 
Constantinople II became recognized by Chalcedonians as the fifth ecu- 
menical council. 

The significance of the second Council of Constantinople lies not only 
in its definitive establishment of Chalcedon — the council and its Defini- 
tion — at the heart of Christological orthodoxy (a position which it had 
certainly not held in the decades after the council under the Henotikon), but 
also in its particular reception of Chalcedon. The council canonized an in- 
terpretation of the Chalcedonian Definition that demonstrated that it was 
not a compromise with Nestorians but a real Christological achievement 
that had not been properly understood. This was an admission that, prior 
to Constantinople II, the Chalcedonian Definition had been open to mis- 
interpretation, but Constantinople II eliminated that possibility through 
the clarification of its meaning. Even if scholars continue to debate wheth- 
er Constantinople II was a legitimate clarification of Chalcedon, the coun- 
cil inaugurated an “official” interpretation of Chalcedon whose influence 
continues to the present day in later Roman Catholicism and Eastern 
Orthodoxy. Although some view Constantinople II as a betrayal of Chal- 
cedon, the council established Chalcedon as foundational for Christolog- 
ical orthodoxy and thus absolutely crucial in all subsequent Christological 
development and debate. 


9 Partially translated in this volume on pp. 317-340. 


346 


Acts of the Second Council of Constantinople 


The approach to Chalcedon canonized by Constantinople II is sometimes 
called Neo-Chalcedonianism or Cyrilline Chalcedonianism. The same ap- 
proach is found in Justinian’s Edict on the Orthodox Faith, which supplies the 
theological reasoning for the Council of Constantinople and whose thirteen 
anathemas were reworked as the fourteen canons." Since anti-Chalcedoni- 
ans viewed Chalcedon and its Definition as unfaithful to Cyril’s Christology, 
Neo-Chalcedonians attempted to clarify the meaning of the Chalcedonian 
Definition by extracting and highlighting what its proponents took to be the 
latent Cyrillianism already present in the Definition, by demonstrating the 
fundamental agreement between Chalcedon and the whole of Cyril’s Chris- 
tology, in particular that found in the Twelve Chapters. The endeavor to 
clarify Chalcedon in this manner, however, was at the same time a construct- 
ive project which resulted in real Christological innovation and develop- 
ment. Thus, Neo-Chalcedonianism used the resources of the ecclesiastical 
tradition, above all Cyril, to articulate a more refined Christology that was 
less liable to misinterpretation than the Definition had been. 

‘This Neo-Chalcedonian reinterpretation of Chalcedon is a tacit admis- 
sion that anti-Chalcedonians had voiced legitimate Christological concerns 
about the Chalcedonian Definition. Accordingly, in an effort to preclude 
any possible “Nestorian” interpretations of the Definition, the canons shift 
the focus from the manner of the Christological union to its subject. They 
make it clear that the “one and the same” of the Definition is the incarnate 
Word of God, one of the three divine hypostases made human as a result of 
the hypostatic union of the divine and human natures. ‘This one hypostasis 
is one composite hypostasis, an individual, composed of two intact natures 
without confusion. Furthermore, the canons specify that this one hypos- 
tasis was the subject of the union, not the product. In other words, the one 
hypostasis of Christ did not come into existence at the moment of the un- 
ion, but the eternal hypostasis of God the Word acquired an additional set 
of attributes, human attributes, in the incarnation. Christ’s humanity never 
existed on its own, but only exists in the hypostasis of God the Word. It is 
also taught that it is the incarnate God the Word who suffers on the cross. 
Even after the hypostatic union of divinity and humanity, the two natures 
of Christ retain their full integrity and any sort of “Nestorian” division of 
Christ into two independent things is rejected. 


10 See the introduction to Justinian’s Edict on the Orthodox Faith on pp. 317-321. 
PPp- 317-3 
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But the accomplishments of Constantinople I were not limited to the 
Christological clarifications articulated in the canons. Anti-Chalcedonians 
had found support for their “Nestorian” interpretation of Chalcedon and 
its Definition in its approval of Leo of Rome’s dyophysite Tome to Flavian, 
its rehabilitation of Theodoret and Ibas at the council without requiring 
them to condemn their anti-Cyrilline writings, its not approving Cyril’s 
Third Letter to Nestorius with the Twelve Chapters, and its total avoidance 
of the issue of Theodore of Mopsuestia, whom Cyril had identified as the 
inspiration behind Nestorius. Constantinople II addressed these issues by 
engaging in a creative reinterpretation of Chalcedon that essentially re- 
vised the facts of history. Chalcedon was reinterpreted as if it had actually 
approved the Twelve Chapters, as if it had ignored Theodore because he 
had already been condemned, and as if it had rehabilitated Theodoret and 
Ibas not as orthodox teachers but merely as penitents. None of this accords 
quite so exactly with the historical record though at the same time it can 
be said to be a tendentious interpretation of that same record driven by a 
Neo-Chalcedonian ecclesio-political agenda. 

The translations here are based upon the Greek text in the few places 
where it survives for the eighth session, but otherwise upon the first edition 
of the Latin version of the acts produced shortly after the council, edited by 
Johannes Straub, Concilium Universale Constantinopolitanum Sub Justiniano 
Habitum, ACO 4.1 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1971), 137-182 (Session 6 Latin), 
206-221 (Session 8 Latin), and 239-245 (Session 8 Greek). The second 
edition produced in 554-555 excised material embarrassing to Vigilius."' 


TRANSLATION 


Sixth Session 
(Held on May 19, 553) 


1 In the twenty-seventh year of our imperial lord Justinian perpetual Au- 
gustus, in the twelfth year after the consulship of Basil, fourteen days be- 
fore the Kalends of June, in the first indiction, there were seated in the 
council chamber of the venerable episcopal palace of this imperial city: 


11 See Richard Price, The Acts of the Council of Constantinople of 553 with Related Texts on 
the Three Chapters Controversy, Translated Texts for Historians 51, 2 vols. (Liverpool: 
Liverpool University Press, 2009), 1: 104-108. 
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the most holy patriarch Eutychius of imperial Constantinople, New Rome; 
the most holy archbishop Apollinarius of the megalopolis of Alexandria; 
the most holy patriarch Domninus of the megalopolis of the City of God;” 
the most godly bishop Stephen of Raphia; 


the most godly bishop George of Tiberias and the most godly bishop Dami- 
an of Sozuza (proxies for the most holy bishop Eustochius of Jerusalem); 


the most godly bishop Benignus of Heraclea (proxy for the most blessed 
bishop Helias of Thessalonica); 


the most godly bishop Theodore of Caesarea in the province of Cappado- 
cia Prima; 


the most godly bishop Andrew of Ephesus; 


the most godly bishop Sextilian of Tunis (proxy for the most godly bishop 
Primosus of Carthage); 


and all the godly bishops whose names you will find in the first session. 


2 Archdeacon Diodore the chancellor of the most reverent notaries said, 
“Your holy synod knows that yesterday, after the examination of writings 
of Theodoret was completed, you pledged to examine on another day the 
remaining chapter, namely, the Letter attributed to Ibas.3 Therefore, we 
suggest this very thing if it pleases you.” 

3 The holy synod said, “Let what was already transacted be read.”™ 

4 When this was done, the holy synod said, “Since the most pious em- 
peror added in what he wrote to us's that some people, attempting to vin- 
dicate the Letter that Ibas is said to have written, presumed to claim that it 
was accepted by the holy council of Chalcedon, employing the statements 
of one or two most godly bishops who gathered at the same holy council, as 
if they spoke in support of the same letter, although all the others were not 
of the same mind, we deem it necessary for this question to be put forward 
and then for the Letter to Mari the Persian to be read out.” 


12 City of God (Theopolis) = Antioch. 

13 Throughout these acts, the Letter to Mari is routinely referred to as the Letter 
“attributed to” Ibas, or “said to be written” by him because Ibas had denied writing it at 
the Council of Chalcedon. Actually, there was no doubt over its authenticity. 

14 Statements attributed to the holy synod were spoken by patriarch Eutychius of 
Constantinople as the presiding bishop over the proceedings on behalf of other leaders. 

15 This refers to the letter of Justinian addressed to the council that was read out at the first 
session. 
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5 When the most reverent deacon Theodore the notary received it, he 
read out: ...° 

6 The holy synod said, “We know that Proclus of godly memory com- 
posed a letter to John, the Antiochene bishop of most reverent memory, in 
which he wrote that Ibas was accused before him because he favored the 
doctrines of Nestorius and translated certain passages from the impious 
chapters of Theodore into the language of the Syrians and circulated these 
writings everywhere. So let the aforesaid letter be read out as it is relevant 
to the present inquiry.” 

7 When the most reverent deacon Calonymus the notary received it, he 
read out: 


The Letter of Proclus the Bishop of Constantinople to fobn 
the Bishop of Antioch” 


1. 1 think, Most Godly One, or rather I know for sure, that you are 
well aware that those who with a sleepless eye of the mind keep 
vigil day and night looking after and having regard for the needs 
of the church obtain no trifling reward from God: all the people 
joined together intimately are well governed, the orthodox faith 
is unsullied by depraved weeds,'* and whatever has been sickened 
temporarily through the presumption of adversaries attracts pru- 
dent care, so that it is brought to the same frame of mind and 
to obedience, especially since divine scripture exclaims, “He who 
brings out what is worthy from what is unworthy shall be like my 
mouth.”’? For when one’s neighbors fall into terrible circumstanc- 
es and through a leader’s inattentiveness become prey for the jaws 
of the man-eating wolf, if this neglect threatens the unvigilant 
leader with an experience of inescapable damnation, and if scrip- 
ture calls that unresponsive and disengaged leader “a hireling and 
not a shepherd,”*° how could it not be utterly just to follow a lead- 
er who is zealous in such matters and to flee the one who is unre- 
sponsive in these pressing matters? For in this situation there are 
two similar cases, each of which leads inescapably to censure and 


16 A translation of the Letter of Ibas to Mari the Persian is omitted here; it is translated 
(from the Greek version) in CEECW 3 on pp. 726-730. 

17 This letter was written in 438. Proclus’s Homily on the Holy Virgin Theotokos is translated 
in CEECW 3 on pp. 577-584. 

18 See Matt 13:24-26. 19 See Jer 15:19. 20 John ro:12. 
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condemnation. First, he who lives negligently rouses observers to 
imitate his terrible behavior; second, he who does not immediately 
correct those who sin against the faith and commit wrongs against 
life, even if he despises these people, is not exempt from the same 
punishment [they deserve]. I do not need to come up with an ex- 
ample of such a case on my own, but I will write one out from the 
holy scriptures, having been instructed by them. 


2. When Eli was worn out by old age and was sacrificing at Shiloh 
according to the law, he himself did not do the same thing as his 
sons dared to do, yet he cooperated with them by not preventing 
them from sinning since, according to true reasoning, failing to 
prevent wicked deeds is akin to performing them.*! And again the 
sons, who by their actions demeaned their rank and by their sins 
showed that they were unworthy of the priesthood, fell not only 
on account of the crimes they perpetrated but also because they 
incited others to sin by providing a pattern for sinning to imitators 
of themselves. For this reason the punishment was inflicted equal- 
ly on the ones who did the impious deeds and on the one who did 
not prevent them. Indolence toward virtue indeed did the father 
harm, while a failure to correct his sons brought destruction to 
them. The old man suffered shipwreck in the young men’s storm; 
he did not guide his affection for them with rebuke.” 


3. And so, Most Godly One, he who has been appointed to lead 
the people and hold the reins of priesthood must be attentive not 
only to proving himself upright but also to having what he teaches 
be free of all censure. Now the first of these, though admirable, is 
not as important as the one mentioned after it, insofar as the for- 
mer ends with one single individual attaining perfection in what 
pertains to virtue, but the latter saves many through prudent care 
and clothes each in the confidence of piety. Why am I saying this? 
Because many people here, not only some clergy and monks of 
Edessa, but also high-ranking and distinguished men in govern- 
ment service in whom is kindled a burning zeal for the ortho- 
dox faith, are outraged with the most godly bishop Ibas of Edessa, 
because he is so fond of the madness of Nestorius that he took 


21 See 1 Sam 2:12-17. 22 See 2 Sam 4:11-18. 
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certain chapters that I appended to the Tome we wrote to the Ar- 
menians and sent to Your Reverence, which are foolish and unholy 
and full of every impiety, translated them into the language of the 
Syrians, and circulated them everywhere. He also persuaded many 
of the simpler folk, who by incautious listening have sustained in- 
jury from harmful people, to hold opinions that have been repudi- 
ated by the church of God. 


4. After you read this, when you have become fully aware of his 
views, deign to hasten with all speed to make him sign the Tome 
written to the Armenians that condemns the empty prattling, or 
rather the monstrous prattling, or, to put it even more truly, the 
Jewish impiety of those chapters, and anathematize their madness 
orally and in his own hand. For it is a disgrace for a man not to be 
plainly shown what kind of person he is. For if indeed he has be- 
come infected with the sickness of those chapters (which I do not 
believe), let him defend them. If there is present to his unstable 
thoughts on the faith a steadiness in his words, how does he speak 
of two sons, one before the ages and the other in the last days? Or 
how is there another Christ besides God the Word? Or how does 
he egregiously misinterpret the one who was “seen on the earth 
and lived among human beings”*} as some mere [human being] 
like one of those born of sexual intercourse but not as him who 
is without beginning and uncreated, to whom “no other shall be 
compared,”*+ according to the prophet? For even though he was 
seen in the flesh, the one incarnated is the one who is above every 
authority,*5 free from all passion, and a stranger to all change and 
alteration, who shone forth from the Father in a way that tran- 
scends understanding and arose from the Virgin in a way that 
transcends reason, who does not receive into the deity what is cre- 
ated and rejects in the flesh what is illusory, who in truth is God 
and became a human being and, while remaining what he was, 
saved what he became. Therefore, he is the one only-begotten 
Son, but not in the way [imagined by] certain people whose per- 
verse mind and deranged thinking has made them the begetters 
of those chapters and who were unmasked as parents of impious 
abortions harmful to themselves. 


23 Bar 3:38. 24 Bar 3:36. 25 See Eph r:zt. 
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5. Next, if the aforementioned fellow minister Ibas learns to de- 
test and scorn those chapters he vomited up to the devastation 
of readers and hearers (as I think he will, since he is sensible and 
has been nourished from boyhood by the divine scriptures), then 
let him show, with confident voice and unblushing brow, what he 
thinks in his soul, ridding himself of and trampling underfoot all 
the chapters appended to the Letter to the Armenians, judging 
them to be concoctions of diabolical madness and all worthy of 
anathema, so that all who are here may come to know the truth 
about this man and may now hold with confidence an undivided 
opinion about him. 


6. For we must not, Most Godly One, as you yourself will agree 
with us, look down upon those who, while having an impulse to- 
ward baser things, have been harmed for no good reason, but we 
must show the greatest concern for those who have been scan- 
dalized. Accordingly, we must treat everyone the same, since all 
in unison tremble at that utterly terrifying condemnation in the 
gospels that is wreaked upon the brazen and disdainful for causing 
a single little one to be scandalized.** For if the blessed Paul also 
stipulated that it was legitimate for priests to be examples of good 
works,*7 without which it is impossible to be pleasing [to God], 
how is this not all the more true for advocates for and teachers 
of the faith?** For while the other virtues, which attain perfection 
through habit, have nature itself as a guide for improvement, faith 
alone is superior to nature and reason, because it draws near to 
that which can never be comprehended by nature and grasped by 
understanding, and it is better than every virtue, though it yields 
to love alone, because he who is believed to be God became a hu- 
man being out of love alone. 


7. I ask, then, that zeal be present in carrying all this out. For, 
Most Godly One, be aware that if the aforesaid bishop Ibas com- 
plies with the present letter he will be doing a favor for no one 
else as much as for himself: not only will he have for his admirers 
those who are currently uncertain about him, but he will also win 
the tremendous approval and admiration of our most holy father, 


26 See Matt 18:6; Mark 9:42; Luke 17:2. 27 See 1 Tim 4:12; Titus 2:7. 
28 See Heb 11:6. 
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presbyter, and archimandrite Dalmatius,’® if they see him profess- 
ing the beliefs of the pious faith. For currently, with his notoriety 
exceeding that of others, the aforesaid most holy man is all torn up 
over his love [for Ibas], because those who ought to be celebrat- 
ed in truly divine terms are accused in quite the opposite terms, 
whether through the zeal of those who have issued statements or 
the malice of those who have brought forward the charges. For 
this reason, to Your Reverence I have also sent the most rever- 
ent deacon Theodotus of our church with documents, so that you, 
Most Godly One, may be fully aware that I consider the resolution 
of this case not trivial but requiring eager attention. 


8 The holy synod said, “We think it is clear to all from the letter writ- 
ten by Proclus of godly memory that the Letter to Mari the Persian is not 
free from the accusation that he makes.3° For it vindicates Nestorius and 
totally approves of the impious writings of Theodore, which Proclus of 
holy memory ordered him to anathematize since under the influence of 
these writings he treasures two sons.3" But now it is fitting to proceed to an 
examination of the other matters pertaining to the present chapter.” 

g And when bishop Theodore of Caesarea in Cappadocia, Andrew of 
Ephesus, Megethius of Heraclea in Thrace, and Eusebius of Tyre stood up, 
they said: 


1. We remind Your Holiness,?} who knows all the details, that be- 
fore the holy synod gathered at Chalcedon, it was widely known 
that Ibas had been accused many times on account of the impious 
chapters and doctrines contained in the Letter that he is said to 
have written to Mari the Persian. First, some clergy of the church 
of the city of Edessa and governmental officials came to the im- 
perial city and petitioned Theodosius of pious memory and Pro- 
clus of holy memory, who was at that time the bishop of the city 


29 Dalmatius was renowned for his opposition to Nestorius from the time of the Council of 
Ephesus; he died around 440. 

30 In other words, Ibas’s letter is not free from the accusation that Proclus makes in 
his letter to John of Antioch, that Ibas is favorable to Nestorius and is circulating 
“Nestorian” excerpts. 

31 Note that Eutychius names the author of the excerpts, Theodore of Mopsuestia. 

32 Here Theodore Ascidas speaks — or rather, reads a prepared speech — on behalf of several 
metropolitans. 

33 Theodore Ascidas addresses Eutychius as the presiding bishop. 
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of Constantinople, against the same Ibas because it was said that 
he defended the impiety of Nestorius and had translated impious 
chapters of Theodore into the language of the Syrians and circu- 
lated them everywhere — the same chapters about which Proclus of 
holy memory had written, as you well know, to John the bishop of 
Antioch, with a view to making Ibas withdraw from the impiety of 
Nestorius and of Theodore’s chapters, of which he was accused. 


2. But the writings of Proclus of godly memory precipitated no 
amendment [on the part of Ibas] in response to the complaints of 
the accusers, so when John died they petitioned Domnus his suc- 
cessor, accusing Ibas again.35 But Domnus did not receive them, 
so the accusers of the same man descended upon the imperial city 
again and on the same matter they petitioned the aforementioned 
Theodosius of pious memory and Flavian of holy memory, who 
was at that time bishop of the city of Constantinople after Proclus 
of holy memory. 


3. Accepting their petitions, both Theodosius of divine memory 
and Flavian of holy memory delegated the examination of the ac- 
cusations against Ibas to bishop Photius of Tyre and bishop Eu- 
stathius of the city of Berytus. Executors were also assigned to 
the case: tribune Damascius was assigned by Emperor Theodosius 
of divine memory, who provided him with imperial letters grant- 
ing him the authority to do this, and deacon Eulogius of the holy 
church of Constantinople was assigned by Flavian of holy mem- 
ory, who provided him with a letter from himself to Photius and 
Eustathius. When the executors arrived in Tyre, they led Ibas and 
his accusers to the bishops Photius and Eustathius. The accusers 
of Ibas then brought forward as charges against the same Ibas both 
other blasphemies and the impious Letter, which, in addition to 
the other blasphemies contained in it, not only calls the holy Cyril 
a heretic and his Twelve Chapters impious, but also criticizes the 
first holy synod of Ephesus for condemning Nestorius without 
examination and investigation. 


34. The reference here is to the letter of Proclus to John of Antioch, cited above at session 6, 
section 7. 
35 These new accusations were made in 447. 
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4. Then Ibas, aiming to escape the accusation brought forward 
in these matters and to justify himself, claimed that he had said no 
such thing about holy Cyril after he was reunited with the East- 
erners.3° But the contents of the impious Letter itself prove that it 
was written after the reunion. So then, the claim that he said noth- 
ing against Cyril after the reunion makes it apparent that Ibas de- 
nied the Letter. Photius and Eustathius were dissatisfied with this 
denial, so they gave instructions in their decree that Ibas should go 
to Edessa and in church publicly anathematize Nestorius and his 
impious doctrines which the impious Letter vindicated, and as to 
the first synod of Ephesus, which had been criticized by the same 
impious Letter, to accept it as convoked by the Holy Spirit and to 
regard it as equal to the holy synod of the 318 holy fathers. 


5. When these things had been stipulated but before they were 
carried out, as can be seen from what was brought up for discus- 
sion afterward, Ibas was evicted from the episcopate, as also was 
bishop Domnus of Antioch, both accused of defaming and criti- 
cizing the holy Cyril and the orthodox faith that he proclaimed.37 
Maximus was ordained in place of Domnus, whereas Nonnus was 
ordained by Maximus for the church of Edessa in place of Ibas. 
After that, when the most holy bishops were summoned together 
for the ecumenical holy synod at Chalcedon, Ibas was not sum- 
moned, but Nonnus sat in the holy synod as the bishop of the 
church of Edessa. Some time later, Nonnus, along with his synod 
of Osrhoene, replied to Leo of pious memory when he had in- 
quired about the council of Chalcedon and certain other matters, 
and he was one of those who wrote encyclical letters.3* 


6. After the promulgation of the Definition of Faith by the holy 
council of Chalcedon, the case of Ibas was brought up for discus- 
sion. At the first session that discussed the charges brought against 
him, wanting to dodge the complaints of his accusers, [Ibas] used 


36 Cyril of Alexandria’s reunion with the bishops of the diocese of Oriens or “East” in 433. 
See Cyril’s Letter of Reunion to John of Antioch, translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 718-725. 

37 These depositions occurred at Ephesus II in 449. 

38 Nonnus attended Chalcedon as the bishop of Edessa until the tenth session when 
Ibas was restored. Nonnus became bishop of Edessa again in 457 when Ibas died. His 
response to the inquiries of Emperor Leo I dates to shortly after his resumed episcopal 
tenure. 
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the judgment of Photius and Eustathius,>? while his accuser used 
the proceedings held before them as well as the impious Letter, 
which was read out at Chalcedon.*? Immediately after the Letter 
was read out, again with a view to evading the accusation arising 
from it, before any discussion of the matter had taken place, the 
same Ibas said evasively, “Let Your Clemency order the letter of 
the clergy of the city of Edessa be read, so that you may know that 
Iam a stranger to the charges brought against me.” He preferred 
to use the letter of the clergy of the city of Edessa because he was 
always afraid of the accusation arising from the impious Letter [to 
Mari]. 


7. Your holy synod knows full well that we have told the truth, 
since you remember the other details and especially the proceed- 
ings at Chalcedon. So then, it is shocking how, subsequent to these 
proceedings and when the impiety contained in the Letter, which 
Ibas himself had denied, is obvious, some people are trying to de- 
fend it in the name of the holy council of Chalcedon, not out of 
partiality toward the council but to confirm their own impiety. 
For availing themselves of heretical shrewdness they employ one 
or two of the speeches about Ibas made in the proceedings held at 
the holy synod of Chalcedon that were seemingly made in support 
of the Letter written to Mari the Persian, and they attempt to in- 
terpret others falsely too.# 


8. Therefore, we deem it necessary to make all the things that per- 
tain to this matter known to Your Blessedness, though you know 
it already, since it is certain that at councils no attention should be 
paid to the speech of one or two individuals, but to what has been 
decreed in common by all or the greater part. But if someone were 
to meticulously investigate even what was said by one or two indi- 
viduals seemingly in support of the same Letter, he would discov- 
er in these speeches the clearest possible rejection of the Letter. 
For when these individuals approved the judgment of Photius and 
Eustathius, it amounted to nothing other than a condemnation 


39 See Acts of the Council of Chalcedon, session 9g, sections 6-7. 

40 See Acts of the Council of Chalcedon, session 10, sections 10-138. 

41 Acts of the Council of Chalcedon, session 10, section 139 (ACO 2.1.3: 34, 28-30 Schwartz). 

42 The unnamed “one or two” bishops are Paschasinus, the proxy for Leo of Rome, and 
Maximus of Antioch: see Acts of the Council of Chalcedon, session 10, sections 161-163. 
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of the impious Letter. For it was against the Letter and its con- 
tents that the judgment of Photius and Eustathius was promul- 
gated, in which Ibas was ordered to accept the first holy synod 
of Ephesus, which had been criticized by the impious Letter, and 
to anathematize Nestorius the author of the wicked impiety and 
his followers, whom the same impious Letter defends. In keeping 
with this decision of Photius and Eustathius, all the bishops also 
gave instructions that he should anathematize Nestorius and his 
impious doctrines. 


9. Bishop Juvenal of the city of Jerusalem said in the speech he 
gave that Ibas, since he was doing penance for heresy and espe- 
cially because of his old age, deserved pardon and forgiveness 
in accord with the tradition of the church. It is precisely this 
speech, delivered so unmistakably against the impious Letter, 
that its defenders have not refrained from misinterpreting.# 10. 
Bishop Thalassius of Caesarea in Cappadocia Prima unmistaka- 
bly proved in his speech that he would have never accepted Ibas 
unless he had promised to anathematize what had been testified 
against him in writing by his accusers. And it is certain that his 
accusers brought forward the Letter of Ibas written to Mari the 
Persian as an accusation against him.# 11. And in a joint speech, 
bishop John of Sebasteia, Seleucus of Amaseia, Constantine of 
Melitene, Patrick of Tyana, Peter of Gangra, and Atarbius of 
‘Trapezus, proxy for Dorotheus of Neocaesarea, all metropol- 
itans, gave instructions that Ibas should be accepted because 
he denied the charges brought against him by his adversaries, 
a major part of which was the Letter itself. And here is their 
speech: 


The decree of the most reverent bishops Photius and Eus- 
tathius proves that the most reverent Ibas is innocent; like- 
wise, his denial makes us more willing to accept him. For 
mercy is always pleasing to Christ.#5 


43 See Acts of the Council of Chalcedon, session 10, section 164. The summary of the speech 
here fails to mention that Juvenal called Ibas himself “orthodox,” though not the Letter 
itself. 

44. See Acts of the Council of Chalcedon, session 10, section 165. 

45 Acts of the Council of Chalcedon, session to, section 174 (ACO 2.1.3: 41, 23-26 Schwartz). 
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12. So then, if even Juvenal gave instructions that Ibas should 
be accepted because he was doing penance for some heresy, and 
Thalassius and the named metropolitans too, because in the 
proceedings held before Photius he denied the charges brought 
against him by his adversaries (meaning the Letter written to 
Mari the Persian which was brought forward as an accusation 
against him), and if all the most godly bishops gave instructions 
that he should anathematize Nestorius who is defended by the 
Letter, how can its defenders presume to misrepresent the speech 
of Eunomius as though it condemned one part of the Letter but 
approved another part, when the whole Letter is full of impiety? 
Accordingly, even Ibas denied it, for he said, “After the union I 
am not found to have said anything against the holy Cyril.”4° And 
even Photius and Eustathius said in regard to this denial that [any] 
denial of heresy suffices for piety. But if anyone were to grant 
their claim, that the first part of the Letter is impious but the 
last part is orthodox, not even in this way will the Letter escape 
the condemnation it deserves. For even though in all heresies it 
happens that heretics say some things that are orthodox, they are 
not for this reason exempt from condemnation for impiety. But in 
this case it is clear that Eunomius approved no part of the Letter. 
For by doing so he would surely be found contradicting himself, 
praising and censuring the same things. And here is the speech of 
Eunomuius: 


13. Based on what has been read, the most reverent Ibas is proven 
to be innocent. For in regard to the passages where he seemed to 
be guilty of having spoken ill of the holy Cyril, in the passages 
that come after these he made a correct confession and repudiat- 
ed those things of which he was guilty. Accordingly, if he anathe- 
matizes Nestorius and Eutyches and their impious doctrines and 
consents to what was written by Leo the most godly bishop and 
to this ecumenical synod, for my part I judge him worthy of the 
episcopate.47 


46 This is a paraphrase of Acts of the Council of Chalcedon, session 10, sections 120-133. 

47 Acts of the Council of Chalcedon, session 10, section 173 (ACO 2.3.3: 51, 7-12 Schwartz). 
This speech was omitted from the Greek version of the acts but is found in the Latin 
version. 
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14. On the basis of these remarks it is proven that Eunomius 
made this speech in view of the proceedings held before Photius 
and Eustathius, in which it is clear that Ibas confessed that before 
the reunion between blessed Cyril and the Easterners he had 
spoken ill of him and others, while after the reunion he is not 
found, as he said, to have said anything against the holy Cyril. 
And those who claim that the first part of the Letter is impious 
but the last part is orthodox are exposed as misrepresenting the 
facts. For the contents of the latter part of the Letter are full of 
even greater impiety, defaming Cyril of holy memory and those 
whose beliefs were like his and totally vindicating the impious 
sect of Nestorius. 


15. It was for this reason that after all the bishops had made their 
speeches, they exclaimed at the same time with one voice, “Let him 
anathematize Nestorius now! Let him anathematize his doctrines 
now!”48 And so it was that Ibas, after anathematizing Nestorius 
and Eutyches and their impious doctrines, after anathematizing 
all who did not believe as the holy synod believes, was accepted.“ 
Therefore, it is proven from this too that Ibas not only denied but 
also anathematized the Letter as totally contrary to the Definition 
expounded by the holy council of Chalcedon, as Your Blessedness 
shall also discover by investigation. 


to The holy synod said, “We ourselves know that these matters unfold- 
ed in this way. Nonetheless, as we think it more prudent to judge such 
matters on the basis of the decisions of earlier holy synods and we know 
that certain matters were brought up for discussion at the first holy synod 
of Ephesus concerning the letters of the holy Cyril and at the council of 
Chalcedon concerning the letter of pope Leo of holy memory, we deem 
it necessary that those parts of the proceedings at the aforementioned 
holy synods that contain these matters be made known, so that instructed 


48 Acts of the Council of Chalcedon, session 10, section 179 (ACO 2.1.3: 42, 9-10 Schwartz). 
49 See Acts of the Council of Chalcedon, session 10, section 180. 
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thereby we may make disquisition into the matters thus proposed with 
greater meticulousness.”5° 


26 The holy synod said, “The time has come for us to compare the Letter 
that Ibas is said to have written with the Definition of the Faith issued 
by the council of Chalcedon as well as with what was transacted there, 
and also with the writings of the holy fathers. And we must also consider 
whether what was expounded by the heretics Theodore, Theodoret, and 
Nestorius agrees with the aforementioned letter.” 

27 The notaries said, “We have at hand what you designated for this.” 

28 The holy synod said, “Let them be read.” 

29 And when the most reverent deacon Thomas the notary received it, 
he read:5" 


1. The holy synod of Chalcedon, in the Definition of Faith it pro- 
duced, proclaims that God the Word was born and became a hu- 
man being, who is our Lord Jesus Christ, one of the holy Trinity; 


50 Session 6, sections 11-25 are omitted from the translation. Here a series of documents 
and excerpts from the acts of Ephesus I and Chalcedon were read out, in order to prove 
that Ibas’s claim that Nestorius had been condemned without trial or investigation was 
false. First, documents and excerpts from the first session of Ephesus (June 22, 431) 
were read out: (1) Cyril’s Second Letter to Nestorius, along with selected responses to 

the letter by Juvenal of Jerusalem, Firmus of Caesarea in Cappadocia, and Memnon 

of Ephesus; (2) Nestorius’s Second Letter to Cyril, along with selected responses to the 
letter by Cyril, Juvenal, Flavian of Philippi, Firmus, and Valerian of Iconium, as well as 
the collective anathemas of Nestorius; (3) Celestine’s Letter to Nestorius; and (4) Cyril’s 
Third Letter to Nestorius. The presentation of material from Ephesus I concluded with 

a brief summary of the remainder of the acts of the first session of Ephesus I, which 
ended with the deposition of Nestorius. The synod at Constantinople then turned its 
attention to Chalcedon. First, an excerpt from the opening address at the second session 
of Chalcedon was read out, commanding that the synod produce a written exposition of 
the faith; this was followed by a brief summary of the beginning of the second session, 
where several standards of orthodoxy were read out: the Creed of Nicaea in 325, the 
Creed of Constantinople in 381, Cyril’s Second Letter to Nestorius, his Letter of Reunion to 
John of Antioch. These documents were not read out again at Constantinople, but Leo’s 
Tome to Flavian was read out. This was followed by a request at Constantinople for 
Cyril’s Third Letter to Nestorius to be read out, a request that was not granted. After this a 
few statements from the fourth session of Chalcedon were read out, affirming that Leo’s 
Tome to Flavian was in harmony with the aforementioned creeds, Cyril’s letters, and the 
decrees of Ephesus I. After the reading of these documents and excerpts, Eutychius had 
Chalcedon’s Definition of Faith read out. 

This comparison of the Letter of Ibas with Chalcedon’s Definition of Faith was probably 
prepared by Theodore Ascidas. 


H 
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the Letter labels as heretics and Apollinarians those who say that 
God the Word became incarnate and became a human being. The 
holy synod of Chalcedon proclaims that the holy Virgin Mary is 
the Theotokos.** But the Letter denies that the holy Virgin Mary 
is the Theotokos, since it says, “How can ‘In the beginning was 
the Word’s3 be taken to refer to the temple begotten from Mary, 
or how can ‘You have made him a little less than the angels’5+ be 
said about the divinity of the Only-Begotten?”55 — even though 
the divine scriptures and the holy fathers and the teachers of the 
church affirm that it was an emptying® and lessening of the incar- 
nate God the Word. 


2. Again, the holy synod of Chalcedon in the Definition of Faith 
it expounded says that it follows all the rescripts of the first holy 
council of Ephesus and anathematizes Nestorius. But the Letter 
defames the first holy synod of Ephesus and defends Nestorius on 
the ground that he was condemned by it without examination and 
investigation. 


3. The holy synod of Chalcedon designates Cyril of sacred mem- 
ory as its father and teacher and accepts his synodical letters, to 
one of which he added the Twelve Chapters, on the basis of which 
Nestorius was condemned.%’ But the Letter not only says that Ne- 
storius, who uttered such great blasphemies and was condemned, 
was considered by some to belong to the sect of Paul of Samosata, 
but also calls Cyril of sacred memory a heretic and claims that he 
fell into the doctrine of Apollinarius because he said that God the 
Word himself became a human being. And after the Letter called 
the Twelve Chapters impious, it claims that in these chapters Cyril 
asserted one nature of our Lord Jesus Christ’s deity and humanity, 
with no distinction between the temple and the one who dwells 
in the temple. This clearly proves that the writer of the Letter 
introduces two persons and impuens the holy Cyril, who followed 
the earlier holy fathers and teachers of the church and taught the 


52 In Latin, genetricem dei. 53 John r:1. 54 Heb 2:7, quoting Ps 8:6. 

55 Ibas of Edessa, Letter to Mari the Persian (ACO 2.1.3: 32, 29-31 Schwartz), translated in 
CEECW 3 on pp. 726-730. 

56 See Phil 2:7. 

57 This claim is inaccurate; Chalcedon did not formally approve Cyril’s Third Letter to 
Nestorius and its Twelve Chapters. 
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hypostatic union of the two natures,** which does not mean that 
there is one nature of our Lord Jesus Christ’s deity and humanity 
but rather that God the Word became incarnate [and] became a 
human being. For those who vindicate the impiety of Theodore 
and Nestorius contained in the Letter are lovers of division and 
for this reason they introduce two persons and impugn the hypo- 
static union. They make this complaint against this confession 
since it does not accept division. For it is certain that the hypo- 
static union keeps unconfused and undivided the elements which 
come together, from which the ineffable union is made. 


4. Again, the writer of the impious Letter, wanting to follow the 
impiety of Theodore and Nestorius in dividing the sayings of 
the gospels and the apostles separately to God the Word and 
to the human being, impugns Cyril of holy memory because he 
did not follow their madness and divide the sayings piecemeal 
between two persons. But that Cyril of holy memory knew the 
difference between the sayings in our one Lord Jesus Christ, the 
incarnate God the Word, and did not divide them piecemeal and 
distribute them separately to God the Word and to the human 
being, is evident in his own expositions where he writes: 


We do not in any way obliterate the difference between the 
sayings, although we have prohibited dividing them as if sep- 
arately to the Son, God the Word who is from the Father, 
and again as if separately to the human being, understood as 
the Son who is from the woman.*? 


This proves that the writer of the Letter is a heretic and misrep- 
resents the facts. 


5. Again, the holy fathers gathered at Chalcedon unanimously 
confess in the proceedings held before them that they believe just 
as Cyril of holy memory expounded, and they anathematize those 
who do not believe thus. In regard to Cyril and those whose beliefs 
are just like his, the Letter says that they teach the opposite of 
what they previously taught with embarrassment and repentance. 


58 In Latin, duarum naturarum secundum subsistentiam unitatem. 
59 The source of this Cyrilline passage has not been identified. 
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6. The holy council of Chalcedon, in the Definition of Faith it 
expounded, anathematizes those who compose or deliver any sym- 
bol besides that one which the 318 holy fathers expounded. The 
Letter praises Theodore, who, in addition to countless other blas- 
phemies, ventured to expound an impious symbol, in which he 
says that God the Word is one and Christ is another, and the same 
Theodore anathematized those who did not believe in the manner 
of his heinous pseudo-symbol, thereby condemning all the holy 
fathers and teachers of the church by his madness. But this im- 
pious symbol of Theodore, which was presented at the first coun- 
cil of Ephesus, was anathematized along with its writer. 


7. Again, the holy synod of Chalcedon condemned bishop Dom- 
nus of Antioch (even after death!) because he wrote that the 
‘Twelve Chapters of Cyril of holy memory should be passed over 
in silence, once the synod had confirmed his condemnation and 
accepted the ordination of Maximus. So then, if Domnus was con- 
demned because of the Twelve Chapters, how can some presume 
to claim that the Letter, which says that the same Twelve Chapters 
are impious, was accepted by the holy council of Chalcedon? 


8. The holy fathers and teachers of the church, whom the holy 
synod of Chalcedon followed, desiring to indicate the difference 
between deity and humanity by saying two natures, confess the 
hypostatic union of these two natures — that there is one Lord 
Jesus Christ, the Word of God, who was incarnate and became 
a human being. Yet the writer of the Letter, speaking of two na- 
tures and one power and one person and one Son but without 
confessing that God the Word was born in flesh and became a 
human being (which is the hypostatic union of the two natures), 
affirms that the two natures are his, but it is certain that he uses the 
term “natures” for “persons” and asserts an affective union after 
the manner of the impious Theodore and Nestorius, whom the 
writer of the Letter defends and praises. For although they also 
speak of two persons and two Christs and two sons, wanting to 
conceal their impiety they speak of two natures and one Son. For 
the impious Nestorius says in a letter to Alexander the bishop of 
Hierapolis, whose beliefs were just like his: 


60 Translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 701-704. 
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The natures must remain in their own distinctive properties; 
accordingly, through a union that is miraculous and surpass- 
ing all reason we must understand one glory and confess one 
Son. 


And again: 


We do not make two persons one person, but we signify 
the two natures simultaneously by the single designation 
“Christ.” 


And since Theodore, as we have already said, asserts an affective 
union and uses the term “natures” for “persons” or “hypostases,” 
he spoke thus in his eleventh book [of] On the Incarnation: 


What we have said in regard to such [questions] is indeed 
sufficient, where we showed both the difference between the 
natures and the union of the person, and that with respect to 
the natures, this one received a benefit, but the other con- 
ferred a benefit, since there is a firm union that results in 
honor being paid inseparably by the whole creation.” 


One must note that, though he speaks of “natures,” he also gets 
to “persons,” when he adds that one confers a benefit but another 
receives a benefit, and thereby he speaks of a union of persons 
through honor alone, just as Nestorius confesses one Son in terms 
of glory. 

9. How Nestorius speaks of two natures and that he takes them 
as persons (even though he seems to affirm one Son) is clearly 
demonstrated by his blasphemies, which Cyril of holy memory 
brought forward against him at Ephesus. They go as follows: 


For this reason God the Word is also named Christ, because 
he has a conjunction with Christ that is continuous. 


And elsewhere Nestorius says: 


61 Nestorius, Letter 11 to Alexander of Hierapolis, fragment b (Nestoriana: 196, 18-20 Loofs). 

62 Nestorius, Letter 11 to Alexander of Hierapolis, fragment b (Nestoriana: 196, 21-23 Loofs). 

63 Theodore of Mopsuestia, On the Incarnation 11.73. This passage is part of Fragment 43 
in the collection of fragments from Theodore’s On the Incarnation translated in CEECW 
3 on pp. 420-488. 

64. Nestorius, Sermon 10 (Nestoriana: 275, 9-11 Loofs) = Acts of the Council of Ephesus, session 
1, section 60.9 (ACO 1.1.2: 48, 9-10 Schwartz), translated in CEECW 3 on p. 688. This 
quotation and the next two are found in the florilegium of Nestorian texts presented at 
the first session of the Council of Ephesus. 
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I venerate the one who is worn because of the wearer; I wor- 

ship the one who appears because of the one who is hidden. 

God is inseparable from the one who appears. For this rea- 

son I do not separate the honor of the one who is not sepa- 

rated. I separate the natures, but I unite [them] in worship. 
And again: 

For since the Son is a human being and God, it says, “He 


destined his Son to be born of a woman,”” 


so that, when you 
have heard “born of a woman,” and then seen the name set 
down just before that indicates the two natures, you will say 
that the birth from the Virgin Mary is the Son’s.%” For the 
Virgin Christotokos indeed gave birth to the Son of God. 
But since the Son of God is twofold with respect to his na- 
tures, she did not give birth to the Son of God, but she gave 
birth to the humanity, which is the Son because of the Son 


conjoined with it. 


And Theodore himself in the eighth book of On the Incarnation 
also takes natures as persons and says: 


Just as the Lord said in reference to the man and woman — 
that “they are no longer two but one flesh”® — so too we 
might plausibly say in virtue of the principle of the union that 
“they are not two persons but one,” of course, as long as the 
natures are distinguished. For just as in the former case call- 
ing them “one flesh” does not do away with their being two 
in number - for it is perfectly clear in what respect they are 
called “one” — so too in the latter case the union of the person 
does not do away with the difference between the natures. 
For when we distinguish the natures, we say that the nature 
of God the Word is complete and his person is complete 


65 Nestorius, Sermon 9 (Nestoriana: 262, 3-6 Loots) = Acts of the Council of Ephesus, session 
1, section 60.15 (ACO 1.1.2: 49, 10-12 Schwartz). The Latin of the second clause of 
the last sentence is sed unio in adoratione, which slightly differs from the quotation at 
Ephesus, “but I unite the worship” (in Greek, al’ hend ten proskunésin). 
66 Gal 4:4, altered. 
67 Here filium is emended to filii in line with the buiou in the original Greek of this passage. 
68 Nestorius, Sermon 10 (Nestoriana: 274, 8-17 Loofs) = Acts of the Council of Ephesus, session 
1, section 60.1 (ACO 1.1.2: 45, 15-21 Schwartz). 
69 Matt 19:6. 
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(for it’s impossible to speak of a hypostasis without a per- 
son), and moreover that the nature of the human being is 
complete and his person likewise. But when we turn our at- 
tention to the conjunction, then we say there is one person.”° 


10. In addition, the Letter says that we must confess the temple 
and the one who dwells in the temple — which clearly introduces 
two persons. And in the same words Nestorius says: 


Let us therefore keep confessing the natures, holding to- 
gether the conjunction of natures, and speaking of one 
dignity and one lordship of the temple and of the one who 
dwells in the temple, yet two natures.7! 


And again the same one says: 


For the temple as well is Lord because of the lordship con- 
joined to him.” 
These words of Nestorius and the contents of the Letter make it 
clear that they say that Christ whom they call the temple is one 
thing and God the Word whom they say dwells in the temple is 
another, so that according to their impiety which speaks of an af- 
fective union, there is no difference between Christ and faithful 


human beings, about whom the Apostle said, “You are a temple of 
God and the Spirit of God dwells in you.”?3 


11. Now the writer of the Letter speaks of one power in two natures, 
and this is also said by Theodore and Nestorius, whom he praises 
and defends. Theodore in the twelfth book of the same work says, 


In response to this, however, the blessed Apostle tries to 
show how [Jesus] is a sharer in divine honor and that he en- 
joys this, not because of his own nature, but because of the 
indwelling power.” 


70 Theodore of Mopsuestia, On the Incarnation 8.62. This passage is part of Fragment 30 in 


71 


72 


73 


the collection of fragments from Theodore’s On the Incarnation translated in CEECW 3 
on pp. 420-488. 

Straub cross-references this quotation with Nestoriana: 340, 17-18 Loofs, but it bears 
only a slight resemblance. 

Straub cross-references this quotation with Nestoriana: 222, 29-223, 4 Loofs but it bears 
only a slight resemblance. 

1 Cor 3:16. 


74 Theodore of Mopsuestia, On the Incarnation 12. This passage is Fragment 52 in the 


collection of fragments from Theodore’s On the Incarnation translated in CEECW 3 on 
pp- 420-488. 
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We must note that they say Christ is a mere human being who 
is owed honor, not because of his own nature, but because of the 
power indwelling in him. And in commenting on the saying in 
the gospel, “The kingdom of heaven is like a human being who is 
king,”75 Nestorius says: 


When it comes to conjunction, dignity, the power to be seen, 
divine sonship, and the very name of Christ, there is no di- 
vision, but there is a division when it comes to conceptually 
distinguishing between deity and humanity.” 


The blessed Cyril destroys this impiety of union in terms of power 
when he says: 


If anyone says that the union happens by a conjunction in 
terms of dignity or authority or might or power and not ra- 
ther by a combination in terms of a natural union, let him 
be anathema.77 


We have received this doctrine from the holy fathers, by which 
they condemn those who do not confess that God the Word was 
hypostatically united to flesh endowed with rational and intellec- 
tual soul and say that the union happened in terms of dignity, au- 
thority, and power. For one power and one glory or dignity cannot 
be attributed to distinct natures, as the writer of the Letter and 
‘Theodore and Nestorius impiously expounded, but can to distinct 
persons who have the same honor and dignity and equality, which 
is what we confess in the holy Trinity. 


30 The holy synod said, “The comparison conducted here clearly proves 
that the Letter which Ibas is said to have written is totally contrary to the 
Definition that the holy synod of Chalcedon pronounced on the ortho- 
dox faith. Accordingly, [at Chalcedon] all proceeded to demand that Ibas 
anathematize Nestorius, whom the impious Letter vindicated, as well as his 
impious doctrines, and to sign the Definition of Faith they expounded in 
order to firmly refute what the aforementioned Letter vindicated. And in 
doing this they discounted what was said about the same Letter by one or 


75 Matt 18:23, 22:2. 

76 Nestorius, Sermon 12 (Nestoriana: 280, 18-281, 3 Loofs). The original Greek of this 
quotation has been preserved in other sources. 

77 This is a paraphrase of the third of the Twelve Chapters. 
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two individuals, who once they came to be of the same mind as everyone 
else accepted Ibas only when he had done penance, anathematized Nesto- 
rius, and signed the Definition expounded by the same holy council.” 

31 All the bishops exclaimed, “We have all said this!” “The Letter is 
heretical!” “We condemn the Letter attributed to Ibas!” “We all anath- 
ematize it!” “The Letter is foreign to the synod!” “The Letter is contrary 
to the Definition!” “The whole Letter is heretical!” “The whole Letter is 
blasphemous!” “Whoever does not anathematize it is a heretic; whoever 
accepts it is a heretic!” “The Definition of the holy council of Chalcedon 
condemned it!” “Whoever accepts it does not confess that God the Word 
became a human being!” “Whoever accepts it does not accept Cyril!” “The 
Definition of the Council of Chalcedon rejected the Letter attributed to 
Ibas!” “One Nestorius, one Theodore!” “Anathema to Theodore and Ne- 
storius and the Letter attributed to Ibas!” “Whoever accepts the Letter 
refuses Cyril!” “Whoever accepts the Letter refuses the holy fathers of 
Chalcedon!” “May the memory of the synod of Chalcedon and Cyril be 
eternal!” “May the memory of the four holy synods be eternal!” “Who- 
ever does not anathematize the Letter defames the synod of Chalcedon!” 
“Many years to the emperor!” “To the orthodox emperor many years!” 

32 After these exclamations the holy synod said, “The investigation con- 
ducted on the Three Chapters has been sufficient. Let us consider what the 
next step is on another day.” 


Eighth Session 
(Held on June 2, 553) 


t In the twenty-seventh year of our imperial lord Justinian perpetual Au- 
gustus, in the twelfth year after the consulship of Basil, four days before 
the Nones of June, in the first indiction, there were seated in the council 
chamber of the venerable episcopal palace of this imperial city: 

the most holy patriarch Eutychius of imperial Constantinople, New Rome; 


the most holy archbishop Apollinarius of the megalopolis of Alexandria; 
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the most holy patriarch Domninus of the megalopolis of the City of God;7 


the most godly bishop Stephen of Raphia, the most godly bishop George 
of Tiberias, and the most godly bishop Damian of Sozuza (proxies for 
the most holy bishop Eustochius of Jerusalem); 


the most godly bishop Benignus of Heraclea in Pelagionia (proxy for the 
most blessed bishop Helias of Thessalonica); 


the most godly bishop Theodore of Caesarea in the province of Cappado- 
cia Prima; 


the most godly bishop Andrew of Ephesus; 


the most godly bishop Sextilian of Tunis (proxy for the most godly bishop 
Primosus of Carthage); ...7 


2 Archdeacon Diodore the chancellor of the most reverent notaries said, 
“Your holy synod knows that some days ago in various meetings certain 
proceedings were transacted before you in regard to Theodore of Mop- 
suestia, what Theodoret wrote impiously, and the impious Letter written 
to Mari the Persian that is attributed to Ibas, and that at the last session 
your holy synod pledged to issue a complete and synodical verdict on the 
matters which were examined. Therefore, since you have convened for this 
purpose, we suggest what seems good to you.” 

3 The holy synod said, “Let the proceedings transacted before us in re- 
gard to the aforementioned investigations be made known.”*° 
4 After the reading, when the most reverent deacon Calonymus the no- 


tary received the verdict,*" he read out: 


1. According to the parable in the gospels, when our great God 
and Savior Jesus Christ distributed the talents according to the 
ability of each and demanded their earnings at the proper time, 
if the one who had been entrusted with one talent and held it 


78 City of God (Theopolis) = Antioch. 

79 The names of 142 additional bishops are omitted from the translation. Those listed are 
the metropolitan bishops of the council and their proxies. 

80 Statements attributed to the holy synod were spoken by Eutychius as the presiding 
bishop on behalf of other leaders. 

81 The verdict was no doubt prepared by Eutychius, probably with assistance from 
Theodore Ascidas. 

82 The original Greek of this opening paragraph is preserved; the translation is based on 
ACO 4.1: 239 Schwartz. 
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without diminution was condemned because he did not work with 
and increase what was entrusted to him,*} how much greater and 
terrifying a judgment does he fall under who has not only neglect- 
ed his own affairs but also become a cause of scandal and turmoil 
to others? For it is clear to all the pious* that when the faith be- 
comes the subject of discussion, not only is someone who is im- 
pious condemned but also someone who could prevent impiety 
but neglected the correction of others. So then, we too, to whom 
shepherding the church of the Lord has been entrusted, fearful of 
the curse that threatens those who do the work of the Lord negli- 
gently,*5 are zealous to keep the good seed of the faith unsullied by 
the weeds of impiety sown by the enemy.* 


2.87 Therefore, since we detected that the followers of Nestorius 
were trying to foist their own impiety upon the church of God 
by means of the impious Theodore, who was once the bishop of 
Mopsuestia, and his impious writings, and also by means of what 
Theodoret wrote impiously, and by means of the infamous Letter 
written to Mari the Persian which is said to be by Ibas, according- 
ly we rose up for a reproach of the matters under discussion and, 
when summoned according to God’s will and at the bidding of the 
most pious emperor, we convened in this imperial city. 


3. Now it happened that Vigilius was residing in this imperial city 
and ought to have been involved in all matters under discussion 
relating to the Three Chapters. In fact, he had on several occa- 


88 and _ after- 


sions condemned them both orally and in writing, 
wards he also agreed in writing to convene with the council and 
to deliberate on these Three Chapters together with us,* so that 
all of us in common might produce a decree suitable for the or- 
thodox faith. Accordingly, the most pious emperor, acting in a way 
that was pleasing to us, exhorted both Vigilius and us to convene 


together, as it is appropriate for priests to bring common prob- 


83 See Matt 25:14-30. 

84 The Latin here reads fidelibus, “the faithful,” whereas the Greek has eusebesi. 

85 See Jer 48:10. 86 See Matt 13:24-26. 

87 Translation from the Latin version resumes here. 

88 Some of these incriminating documents were read out at the seventh session to prove 
Vigilius’s perjury in the first Constitutum. 

89 This refers to Vigilius’s letter to Eutychius, which was read out in the first session. 
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lems to a common resolution. Accordingly, out of necessity we 
beseeched His Reverence to fulfill his written promises. For it is 
not right that the scandal over these Three Chapters should in- 
crease further and throw God’s church into more turmoil. When 
he was invited on several occasions by all of us and the most glori- 
ous judges sent to him by the most pious emperor, and he put off 
heeding these petitions and admonitions and declined to convene, 
we reminded him of those great models of the apostles and the 
traditions of the fathers. For although the grace of the Holy Spirit 
so abounded amongst the individual apostles that they did not re- 
quire a council with others for what had to be done, nonetheless 
in no other way did they want to make a decision about what was 
under discussion — whether the Gentiles should be circumcised — 
than before they gathered in common and each of them confirmed 
his statements from the testimonies of the divine scriptures. And 
so, in common they all issued a verdict on the matter, writing to 
the Gentiles and saying by pronouncement, “When we assembled 
as one, it seemed good to the Holy Spirit and to us to lay upon 
you no burden other than what is necessary: that you abstain from 
what has been sacrificed to idols, from blood, from what has been 
strangled, and from fornication.” 


4. Furthermore, the holy fathers, who convened at various times 
in the four holy councils, implemented these ancient models and 
dealt in common with the heresies and issues that had arisen. For 
it is certain that, when what needs discussion from both sides is 
brought up, in the course of common deliberations the light of 
truth expels the darkness of falsehood. 


5. For no one can anticipate the judgment of the universal church 
when it is a question of the faith, since each needs the help of his 
neighbor, as Solomon says in Proverbs, “A brother who gives help 
to his brother will be raised up like a fortified city and is strong 
like a kingdom with firm foundations.”” And again he says in Ec- 
clesiastes, “Better are two than one, and they have a good reward 
for their labor, because if one falls, his partner will raise him up. 


go Acts 15:25, 28-29. gt Prov 18:19. 
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And woe to that single one when he falls, and there is no second 
to raise him up.”” And again, “Even if one should prevail, two 
will stand against him, and a threefold cord is not easily broken.” 
And even the Lord himself says, “Amen, I say to you, if two of you 
agree on earth about anything you ask, it will be done for you by 
my Father in heaven. For wherever two or three are gathered in 
my name, I am there with them in the midst of them.” 


6. When Vigilius still put off convening with us even after we had 
cited such examples, we took to heart the Apostle’s warnings that 
“each will render an account of himself to God.”95 And we were 
also afraid not only of the judgment that threatens those who 
scandalize even one of these little ones — let alone a most Chris- 
tian emperor and the people and all the churches! — but also of 
what was said by God to Paul: “Do not be afraid, but speak and do 
not be silent; for I am with you, and no one can harm you.” For 
these reasons, when we assembled, before all else we confessed 
briefly that we hold that faith that our Lord Jesus Christ, true 
God, handed down to his holy apostles and through them to the 
holy churches, and those who after them were holy fathers and 
teachers of the church handed it down to the people entrusted to 
them. 7. We confessed that we hold and keep and proclaim to the 
holy churches that confession of faith which the 318 holy fathers 
assembled at Nicaea expounded extensively, who handed down the 
holy teaching or symbol, and moreover which the 150 gathered 
in Constantinople expounded, who followed the same confession 
of faith and explained it, and the agreement over the same faith 
by the 200 holy fathers gathered at the first Ephesus, and which 
was decreed by the 630 assembled at Chalcedon in support of the 
one and the same faith, which they themselves followed and pro- 
claimed. But as for those who, at the time, were condemned or 
anathematized by the catholic church and by the aforementioned 
four councils, we confessed that we regard them as condemned 
and anathematized. 


92 Eccl 4:9-10. 93 Eccl 4:12. 94 Matt 18:19-20. 95 Rom 14:12. 
96 See Matt 18:6. 97 Acts 18:9-10. 
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8. After we confessed these things in this manner, we began the 
examination of the Three Chapters. First we dealt with Theodore 
of Mopsuestia.%* When the blasphemies contained in his books 
were brought to the floor, we marveled at God’s patience with 
them, that the tongue and mind that had vomited up such things 
had not been consumed at once by divine fire. And we would 
have never allowed the reader of the aforementioned blasphemies 
to proceed, fearing God’s wrath for just calling them to mind — 
inasmuch as each blasphemy surpassed the previous in enormity 
of impiety and rattled the mind of the hearer to the core — if it 
were not for the fact that we realized that those who boast in such 
blasphemies need the embarrassment that would inevitably come 
upon them by their airing. Accordingly, all of us, inflamed with 
zeal against the blasphemies expounded against God, shouted ac- 
clamations and anathemas against Theodore as if he were living 
and present, both in the middle of the reading and after it, saying, 
“Be gracious, O Lord! Not even the demons have dared to ut- 
ter such things against you!” 9. Oh, that unbearable tongue! Oh, 
the man’s depravity! Oh, that haughty hand he extended against 
his Creator! That wretched man who assured us that he knows 
the scriptures did not remember what the prophet Hosea said: 
“Woe to them, for they have leapt forth from me! Notorious have 
they become, because they have acted impiously against me. They 
spoke wicked things against me and even worse things have they 
spoken as they plotted against me. Therefore, they shall fall by the 
sword on account of the depravity of their tongue. This contempt 
of theirs will dwell in their bosom, because they transgressed my 
covenant and acted impiously against my law.” Theodore is wor- 
thily counted among these impious people. For in rejecting the 
prophecies about Christ he hastened to reproach the great mys- 
tery of the economy for our salvation, insofar as it pertained to 
himself. He tried to prove in many ways that the divine utteranc- 
es were stories presented to the Gentiles merely for amusement, 
and he loathed both the other prophetic pronouncements made 
against the impious and what the divine Habakkuk said about 


98 Here the summary of the fourth session begins. 
99 Hos 7:13-8:1, with omissions. 
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those who teach untruthfully: “Woe to him who by turbid con- 
fusion makes his neighbor his equal and intoxicates him in order 
to gaze on their caverns!”'°° — that is, their dark teachings, totally 
estranged from the light. ro. Is it necessary to say more? Anyone 
who wishes may take in his hands the books of the impious The- 
odore or the impious chapters from his impious books recorded 
in the proceedings held before us and discover the sheer madness 
of the one who said these things. For we are afraid of going any 
further and again calling these heinous things to mind. 


11. Also read out to us were some writings of the holy fathers 
against him and his madness, which surpasses all the heretics, as 
well as histories and imperial laws which spread the news of his 
impiety from the beginning. 

12. After all this,'®' the defenders of his impiety, who glory in the 
insults he uttered against his Creator, claimed that it was inappro- 
priate to anathematize him after death, although we are well ac- 
quainted with the ecclesiastical tradition concerning the impious, 
that heretics can be anathematized even after death. Nonetheless 
we still deemed it necessary to examine this issue too. It is relat- 
ed in the proceedings how various heretics were anathematized 
even after death. For many reasons it has become clear to us that 
those who make this claim’? have no concern for the judgments 
of God, the pronouncements of the apostles, and the traditions of 
the fathers. Surely, we are keen to ask them what they would say 
about what the Lord said about himself, “He who believes in him 
is not condemned, but he who does not believe in him is already 
condemned, because he has not believed in the name of the on- 
ly-begotten Son of God,”"®} and about what the Apostle exclaims, 
“But even if we, or an angel from heaven, should preach to you a 
gospel contrary to the gospel that we preached to you, let him be 
anathema. As we have said before, so now I say again: If anyone 
is preaching to you a gospel contrary to that which you received, 
let him be anathema.”'*t When the Lord says, “he is already con- 


100 Hab 2:15. 

ror The summary has now turned to the fifth session, which was preoccupied with 
demonstrating the validity of the posthumous condemnation of Theodore. 

102 That is, the denial of the appropriateness of postmortem anathematizing. 

103 John 3:18. 104. Gal 1:8-9. 
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demned,” and the Apostle anathematizes even angels if they teach 
“‘a gospel contrary to the gospel that we preached to you,” how can 
they, who are rash in everything, presume to claim that these pas- 
sages are said only about the living? Or do they not know, or rather 
do they feign ignorance while actually knowing, that a judgment of 
anathema is nothing but a separation from God, that the impious 
individual, even if he has not received an anathema verbally from 
anyone, nonetheless brings it upon himself when he separates him- 
self through his impiety from the true life?"°s 13. What will they say 
in response to the Apostle who says again, “Avoid a heretical person 
after admonishing him once or twice, knowing that such a person 
is perverted, sinful, and self-condemned.”' Cyril of holy memory 
agreed with this when he wrote in his books against Theodore: 


We ought to avoid those who are encumbered by the worst 
kind of faults, whether among the living or not. For at all times 
it is necessary to flee anyone who causes harm and to have no 
respect for persons but only for what is pleasing to God.'©” 


14. Again, when the same Cyril of holy memory wrote to bishop 
John of Antioch and the synod gathered there about Theodore, 
who had been anathematized along with Nestorius, he said: 


It was therefore necessary for us to hold this wonderful celebra- 
tion because every utterance from any corner — if it agrees with 
the blasphemies of Nestorius — has been expelled. For what has 
succeeded against all who hold or have ever held his opinions 
is the fact that we ourselves and Your Holiness stated without 
any qualification that we anathematize those who speak of two 
sons or two Christs. As mentioned, one Christ, Son, Lord, the 
only-begotten Word of God who “was born in human likeness 


108 


and found in human form,”*® according to the saying of the 


most wise Paul, has been proclaimed by us and by you too.'°9 


105 See John 3:18. 106 ‘Titus 3:r0-11. 

107 This is an excerpt of a longer Cyrilline passage read out at the fifth session (section 53). 
Cyril’s two books against Theodore are extant only in fragments. 

108 Phil 2:7-8. 

109 The same excerpt, from Letter 67.5, was read out at the fifth session (section 69). 
Though the Greek is extant (Eduard Schwartz, Codex Vaticanus gr. 1431, eine 
antichalkedonische Sammlung aus der Zeit Kaiser Zenos, ABAW.PPH 32.6 [Munich: Verlag 
der Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1927], 15-16), the translation here is 
based on the Latin version preserved in the acts. 
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15. Also in his letter to Alexander, Martinian, John, Paregorius, 
and Maximus, presbyters and fathers of monks, and those who 
were living the solitary life with them, Cyril says: 


Indeed, by issuing a just and meticulous verdict against Ne- 
storius’s treachery, the holy synod that gathered at Ephesus 
according to God’s will has already condemned the empty 
chatter"’® of others who either might exist after him or had 
already existed because they hold the same opinions as him 
and presumed to say or write them, and imposed on them an 
equal verdict of condemnation. For it was fitting, once a sin- 
gle individual had been condemned for such unholy empty 
chatter, to move not only against the single individual, but 
also, so to speak, against their entire heresy or misrepresen- 
tation of the facts that they have crafted against the pious 
doctrines of the church by promoting two sons, and dividing 
the indivisible, and finding fault with heaven and earth for 
worshiping a human being. For the holy multitude of spirits 
above worships with us the one Lord Jesus Christ." 


16. Various letters of Augustine of godly memory, who shone 
brightly among the bishops of Africa, were also read out, which 
indicated that it was appropriate for heretics to be anathematized 
even after death. 17. Such was also the ecclesiastical tradition ob- 
served by the other most reverent bishops of Africa. The holy 
church of Rome also anathematized some bishops even after death, 
even though during their lifetimes they were not accused over the 
faith. The proceedings held before us make both of these known. 


18. But since the disciples of Theodore and his impiety attack 
the truth so obviously when they attempt to cite certain state- 
ments of Cyril of holy memory and Proclus as if they were writ- 
ten in support of Theodore, it is suitable to apply to this scheme 
of theirs the words of the prophet who says, “The ways of the 
Lord are upright, and the just will walk in them, but the impious 
will grow weak in them.”'™ For they cite these statements only 


110 See 1 Tim 6:20. 

111 The same excerpt, from Letter 55.7-8, was read out at the fifth session twice (sections 
22 and 55). Though the Greek is extant (ACO 1.1.4: 50, 34-51, 9 Schwartz), the 
translation here is based on the Latin version preserved in the acts. 

112 Hos 14:10. 
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because they have misunderstood what those holy fathers wrote 
well and appropriately, and they are making excuses for excusing 
his sins. For it is clear that these fathers were not releasing Theo- 
dore from the anathema but were using certain statements of this 
sort for the purpose of accommodating the defenders of Nesto- 
rius and his impiety in order to draw them away from their error, 
to lead them to perfection, and to teach them to condemn not 
only Nestorius, the disciple of the impiety, but also Theodore, its 
teacher. And so, in making these accommodating statements the 
fathers show their intention in regard to the need for Theodore 
to be anathematized, as has been more than amply demonstrated 
in the proceedings held before us from what Cyril and Proclus of 
holy memory wrote in condemnation of Theodore and his impi- 
ety. Such accommodation can also be found in divine scripture. 
The apostle Paul himself is shown to have done this at the be- 
ginning of his preaching on account of those who were from the 
Hebrews, circumcising Timothy in order to lead them to per- 
fection through this accommodation and condescension." Ac- 
cordingly, he forbids circumcision afterwards when he writes to 
the Galatians, “Behold, I, Paul, say to you that if you are circum- 
cised, Christ will be of no advantage to you.”"™ But we find that 
what heretics usually do is what the defenders of Theodore have 
done. For they cut some excerpts out of the writings of the holy 
fathers and combined them with certain falsehoods of their own 
devising, thereby fabricating a letter of Cyril of holy memory, 
and they tried to release the aforesaid impious Theodore from 
the anathema, as if on the basis of testimony from the fathers. 
But these very texts even revealed the truth of the matter when 
the excerpts that had been cut out were read in the context of 
what preceded and followed, and the untruth of their falsehood 
was totally exposed by comparing it with things that were true. 
But in all these texts that speak such vanities, according to what 
is written, “They trust in falsehoods and speak vanities because 
they conceive trouble and give birth to lawlessness, spinning a 
spider’s web.”"5 


113 See Acts 16:1-3. 114 Gal 5:2. 115 Isa 59:4-5. 
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19. After the discussion of Theodore and his impiety, we gave 
instructions that a few passages from what Theodoret wrote im- 
piously against the orthodox faith, against the Twelve Chapters 
of the holy Cyril, and against the first synod of Ephesus, as well 
as some writings of his in defense of the impious Theodore and 
Nestorius, should be read out and inserted into the proceedings 
that took place before us for the reassurance of readers, so that all 
may know that these men were justly expelled and anathematized. 


20. In third place,'"® when the Letter which Ibas is said to have 
written to Mari the Persian was brought up for examination, we 
gave instructions that it had to be read out. Thus the very reading 
of it made the impiety contained in it immediately obvious to all. 


21. It would have been appropriate, given the point reached by the 
investigation, to issue the condemnation and anathematization of 
the aforesaid Three Chapters. But since the defenders of the im- 
pious Theodore and Nestorius dreamt up an alternative scheme to 
confirm their persons and impieties, saying that the impious Letter 
that praises and defends Theodore and Nestorius and their im- 
piety was accepted by the holy council of Chalcedon, we deemed 
it necessary to demonstrate in every way that the holy synod was 
free of the impiety contained in the Letter, inasmuch as those who 
make these claims are not doing so out of partiality toward the holy 
council, but so that they might confirm their impiety through its 
name. 22. It was shown in the proceedings that in earlier times Ibas 
had been accused of the same impiety contained in the Letter, first 
in the presence of Proclus of holy memory, the bishop of Constan- 
tinople, and later in the presence of Theodosius of pious memory 
and Flavian, who was ordained bishop after Proclus, who delegated 
the examination of the case to bishop Photius of Tyre and bishop 
Eustathius of Berytus. And after this the same Ibas was found guilty 
and expelled from the episcopate.'? 23. In light of these things, 
how can some presume to claim that that impious Letter was ac- 
cepted by the holy council of Chalcedon when it is totally contrary 
to the definitions of faith issued by the aforesaid three holy synods, 
which the holy council of Chalcedon followed in every detail? 


116 Here the summary of the sixth session begins. 117 See session 6, section 9. 


379 


PART I: THE COUNCIL OF CHALCEDON AND ITS RECEPTION 


24. Even still, lest any opening remain for those who direct such 
insults at the holy council of Chalcedon, we gave instructions for 
the reading of what was discussed at the holy synods of first Ephe- 
sus and Chalcedon in connection to the letters of Cyril of holy 
memory and Leo of godly memory, pope of Elder Rome. When 
we learned from these letters that we must not accept something 
written by someone unless it can first be demonstrated that it 
agrees with the orthodox faith of the holy fathers, we asked for the 
Definition of Faith expounded by the holy council of Chalcedon 
to be read out, in order to compare what was in the Letter with the 
contents of the Definition. 25. When this was done, it was demon- 
strated that the Letter was totally contrary to the contents of the 
Definition. For the Definition agrees with the decrees on the one 
and same faith issued by both the 318 holy fathers and the 150, as 
well as by those who convened at the first Ephesus. But that im- 
pious Letter contains the blasphemies of the heretics Theodore 
and Nestorius, and defends them and adopts them as teachers, but 


it calls the holy fathers heretics." 


26. We also make it known to all that not even those portions of 
the speeches of one or two, which the followers of Theodore and 
Nestorius employ, did we let go unmentioned. But when these and 
all the other speeches were brought to the floor and their contents 
were scrutinized, we found that they did not permit the aforesaid 
Ibas to be accepted in any other way than by first requiring that he 
anathematize Nestorius and his impious doctrines, which are vin- 
dicated in his Letter. This requirement was made not only by the 
other godly bishops of the aforesaid holy council but also by the two 
whose speeches certain people tried to employ. The same proced- 
ure was observed in the case of Theodoret, and he was required to 
anathematize that of which he was accused. So then, if they let Ibas 
be accepted in no other way than by him condemning the impiety 
contained in his Letter and signing the Definition of Faith pro- 
duced by holy council, how can they try to claim that the impious 
Letter was accepted by the same holy council? “For what partner- 
ship,” to speak truly, “is there between righteousness and iniquity? 
Or what fellowship has light with darkness? What accord has Christ 


118 See session 6, section 29. 
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with Belial? Or what portion does a believer have with an unbeliev- 
er? What agreement has the temple of God with idols?”" 


27. Therefore, now that we have reviewed all that was transacted be- 
fore us, again we confess that we accept the four holy synods, name- 
ly those of Nicaea, Constantinople, first Ephesus, and Chalcedon, 
and that we have proclaimed and we do proclaim what they decreed 
about the one and the same faith. But we judge those who do not 
accept them to be strangers to the catholic church. In'*? addition to 
all the other heretics who were condemned and anathematized by 
the aforementioned four holy councils and by the holy catholic and 
apostolic church, we condemn and anathematize Theodore, who 
was once the bishop of Mopsuestia, as well as his impious writings; 
what Theodoret impiously wrote against the orthodox faith, against 
the Twelve Chapters of holy Cyril, and against the first synod at 
Ephesus, as well as whatever was written by him in defense of Theo- 
dore and Nestorius. And in addition to this, we anathematize also the 
impious Letter that Ibas is said to have written to Mari the Persian, 
which denies that God the Word became incarnate and became a 
human being from the holy Mary the Theotokos and ever-virgin,'™" 
and charges Cyril of holy memory, whose teaching was orthodox, 
with being a heretic and writing similarly to Apollinarius. The Let- 
ter also criticizes the first synod of Ephesus on the grounds that it 
deposed Nestorius without examination and investigation, and it 
called the Twelve Chapters of holy Cyril impious and contrary to 
the orthodox faith, and it defended Theodore, Nestorius, and their 
impious doctrines and writings. Therefore,'** we anathematize the 
aforesaid Three Chapters, namely the impious Theodore of Mop- 
suestia along with his heinous writings, what Theodoret impiously 
wrote, and the impious Letter ascribed to Ibas, as well as their de- 
fenders, both those who have written and those who write in their 
defense or presume to call these writings orthodox or have defended 
or try to defend their impiety in any way in the name of the holy 
fathers or the holy council of Chalcedon. 


119 2 Cor 6:14-16. 

120 From this point until “and their impious doctrines and writings” the translation is based 
on the extant Greek in ACO 4.1: 239-240 Schwartz. 

121 The Latin here is de sancta dei genetrice et semper virgine Maria, whereas the Greek has ek 
tes hagias Marias tes theotokos. 

122 Translation from the Latin resumes here. 
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28. Now that we have settled these matters with all meticulousness, 
keeping in mind the promises about the holy church made by him 
who said, “The gates of hell shall not prevail against it”"*3 — that 
is, the fatal tongues of heretics — and remembering the prophecies 
of Hosea about the church, in which he says, “And I will betroth 
you to myself in faithfulness, and you shall know the Lord,”"*4 and 
putting the unbridled tongues of heretics, and their most impious 
writings, and the same heretics themselves who persevered in their 
impiety unto death, into the same category as the devil, the fa- 
ther of lies,'*5 let us say to them, “Behold, all of you kindle a fire 
and make the fire’s flame stronger; you will walk by the light of 
your fire and by the flame you have kindled.”* But we ourselves, 
having received a command to exhort the people with orthodox 
doctrine’’? and to speak to the heart of Jerusalem,'** — that is, to 
God’s church — are zealous to “sow worthily in justice.”"° “Reap- 
ing the fruit of life and enlightening ourselves with the light of 
knowledge”"’° from the divine scriptures and the teaching of the 
fathers, we have deemed it necessary to survey in chapters both 
the proclamation of the truth and the condemnation of heretics 
and their impiety. 


5 [Canons]? 

1. If anyone does not confess one nature or substance and one power 
and authority of Father and Son and Holy Spirit, the same-in-substance 
‘Trinity, one divinity worshiped in three hypostases or persons, let him be 
anathema. For “there is one God and Father, from whom are all things, and 
one Lord, Jesus Christ, through whom are all things, and one Holy Spirit, 
in whom are all things.”"* 


123 Matt 16:18. 124 Hos 2:20. 125 See John 8:44. 126 Isa so:rr. 

127 See Titus 1:9. 128 See Isa 4o:2. 129 See Hos ro:12. 130 See Hos ro:12. 
131 The translation is based on the Greek text of the canons at ACO 4.1: 240-245 
Schwartz, with reference to the Latin. The fourteen canons are derived from the 
thirteen anathemas in Justinian’s Edict on the Orthodox Faith, translated in this volume 
on pp. 337-340. Canons 1-4 correspond to anathemas 1-4. Canon 6 corresponds to 
anathema 5, whereas canon 1o is identical to anathema 6 (this is the only case of an 
anathema being adopted as a canon without change). Canon 7 is based on anathemas 
7 and 8. Canons 8, 11, 12, 13, and 14 correspond to anathemas 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13, 
respectively. (Canon g has no precedent in Justinian’s edict.) 

Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 39.12, 1-3 (SChr 358: 172 Moreschini), altering and 
expanding upon 1 Cor 8:6. 
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2. If anyone does not confess that there are two births of God the 
Word, one before the ages from the Father in a non-temporal and incor- 
poreal manner, and in the last days another birth of the same one, when 
he came down from heaven and became incarnate from the holy and 
glorious Theotokos and ever-virgin Mary and born from her, let him be 
anathema. 

3. If anyone says that God the Word who performed miracles is one 
and Christ who suffered is another,'33 or says that God the Word was with 
the Christ born of a woman™+ or was in him as one in another, but does 
not say that he is one and the same, our Lord Jesus Christ, the incarnate 
and humanified Word of God, and that to the same one belong both the 
miracles and the sufferings that he voluntarily endured in the flesh, let him 
be anathema. 

4. If anyone says that it was according to grace or activity or dignity or 
equal honor or authority or reference or relation or power that the union 
of God the Word with a human being took place, or that it was accord- 
ing to good pleasure (as if God the Word was pleased with the human 
being as a result of thinking well and highly of him, as the raving mad 
Theodore says), or that it was according to homonymy (which leads the 
Nestorians to call God the Word “Son”"35 and “Christ” and to give the 
names “Christ” and “Son” separately to the human being, and to speak 
openly of two persons while making a pretense of speaking of one person 
and one Son’? and one Christ according only to [a shared] designation 
and honor and dignity and worship), but does not confess that the union 
of God the Word with flesh endowed with rational and intellectual soul 
took place according to composition or hypostatically, as the holy fathers 
taught, and for this reason that his composite’}’ hypostasis is one, which 
is the Lord Jesus Christ, one of the holy Trinity, let him be anathema. For 
with the union understood in many ways, the followers of the impiety 
of Apollinarius and Eutyches, who are committed to the annihilation of 
the elements that come together, promote a union by confusion, whereas 
the adherents of the opinion of Theodore and Nestorius, who rejoice in 


133 In Greek, allon ... allon. 134 See Gal 4:4. 

135 This word is supplied from the Latin; the Greek has “Jesus.” The Latin is preferred 
given the context of the remainder of the sentence. 

136 The words “and one Son” are supplied from the Latin. 

137 The word “composite” is supplied from the Latin. 
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division, introduce a union that is relational. But the holy church of God 
rejects the impiety of both heresies and confesses the union of God the 
Word with flesh according to composition, that is, hypostatically. For in 
respect of the mystery of Christ the union according to composition not 
only preserves unconfused the elements that come together, but also does 
not admit division. 

5. If anyone so understands the one hypostasis of our Lord Jesus Christ 
as capable of meaning multiple hypostases and for this reason tries to in- 
troduce into the mystery of Christ two hypostases or two persons, and, 
in spite of two persons being introduced by him, speaks of one person 
according to dignity and honor and worship, as the raving mad Theodore 
and Nestorius wrote, and misrepresents the holy synod at Chalcedon as 
using the term “one hypostasis” according to this impious notion, but does 
not confess that the Word of God was united to the flesh hypostatically and 
that for this reason he has one hypostasis or one person, and that it was in 
this sense that the holy synod at Chalcedon confessed one hypostasis of our 
Lord Jesus Christ, let him be anathema. For the holy Trinity admitted no 
addition of person or hypostasis, even when the Word of God, one of the 
‘Trinity, became incarnate. 

6. If anyone says that it is in the improper sense of the term and not truly 
that the holy glorious ever-virgin Mary is Theotokos, or that it is according 
to reference, as if it was a mere human being that was born and God the 
Word was not incarnated and born from her, since according to them the 
birth of the human being is referred to God the Word as if he was with 
the human being that was being born, and misrepresents the holy synod at 
Chalcedon as having called the Virgin Theotokos according to this impious 
notion concocted by the execrable3* Theodore, or if anyone calls her An- 
thropotokos or Christotokos, as if Christ was not God, but does not confess 
that she is Theotokos in the proper sense of the term and in truth, because 
God the Word, who was born from the Father before the ages, in the last 
days became incarnate and was born from her, and that it was in this sense 
that the holy synod at Chalcedon piously confessed that she is Theotokos, 
let him be anathema. 


138 This word “execrable” is supplied from the Latin. 
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7. Ifanyone says “in two natures” without confessing that our one Lord 
Jesus Christ is acknowledged in divinity and humanity, in order to signal 
by this the difference between the natures from which the inexpressible 
union occurred unconfusedly, with neither the Word being transformed 
into the nature of the flesh nor the flesh being changed into the na- 
ture of the Word (for each remains what it is by nature even when the 
hypostatic union occurs), but understands this expression in respect of 
the mystery of Christ as referring to a division into independent things, 
or confesses the number of the natures in the same one, our one Lord 
Jesus Christ, the incarnate God the Word, without understanding that 
the difference between these natures, from which he was compounded, 
resides in thought alone, a difference which is not destroyed on account 
of the union (for he is one from both and both through one), but uses 
the number as if the natures are separate and hypostatically distinct, let 
him be anathema. 

8. If anyone, when confessing that the union of divinity and humanity 
occurred “from the two natures” or when saying “one incarnate nature of 
God the Word,” does not understand the phrase as the holy fathers taught, 
that one Christ resulted when the hypostatic union from the divine and 
human natures occurred, but from these statements attempts to introduce 
one nature or substance of Christ’s divinity and flesh, let him be anathema. 
For in saying that the only-begotten Word was united to flesh hypostati- 
cally, we are not claiming that some sort of mutual interpenetration of the 
natures occurred, but we understand that the Word was united to the flesh 
with each remaining instead just what it is. For this reason there is one 
Christ, God and human being; he is same-in-substance with the Father 
according to the divinity and he is same-in-substance with us according 
to the humanity. But as for both those who divide the mystery of Christ’s 
divine economy or cut it into independent things and those who confuse it, 
the church of God rejects and anathematizes them equally. 

g. If anyone says that Christ is worshiped in two natures, in consequence 
of which two worships are introduced, one for God the Word separately 
and another for the human being separately, or if anyone aiming to destroy 
the flesh or confuse the divinity and humanity concocts a crazy theory of 
one nature or substance of the elements that came together and worships 
Christ accordingly, but does not worship God the Word incarnate with his 
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own flesh in a single act of worship, as the church of God received from the 
beginning, let him be anathema. 

10. If anyone does not confess that our Lord Jesus Christ crucified in the 
flesh is true God and Lord of glory"? and one of the holy Trinity, let him 
be anathema. 

11. If anyone does not anathematize Arius, Eunomius, Macedonius, 
Apollinarius, Nestorius, Eutyches, and Origen along with their impious 
writings, and all the other heretics condemned and anathematized by the 
holy catholic and apostolic church and the aforementioned four holy syn- 
ods, as well as those who held or hold opinions like those of the aforemen- 
tioned [heretics] and persevered or are persevering™® in their impiety until 
death, let him be anathema. 

12. If anyone defends the impious Theodore of Mopsuestia, who said 
that God the Word is one and Christ is another — [He said that it was 
Christ] who was troubled by the passions of the soul and the desires of the 
flesh; who distanced himself little by little from baser things and thereby 
improved himself by progress in works; who came to be blameless by his 
way of life; who was baptized as a mere human being in the name of the 
Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit, and received the grace of the 
Holy Spirit through this baptism; who was deemed worthy of adoption as 
son [by God]; and who, in a manner like that of an imperial image,'*' was 
worshiped as the proxy’* of God the Word and, after the resurrection, 
became immutable in his thoughts and completely sinless. Furthermore, 
the same impious Theodore said the union of God the Word with Christ 
was like that of which the Apostle spoke in the case of a man and woman: 
“The two shall become one flesh.”"# In addition to his countless other 
blasphemies he ventured to say that after the resurrection, when the Lord 
breathed on his disciples and said, “Receive the Holy Spirit," he did not 
give them the Holy Spirit but breathed on them only in appearance. And 
as for Thomas’s confession, “My Lord and my God!”"45 which he made 
upon touching the Lord’s hands and side after the resurrection, Theo- 
dore claimed that Thomas did not say this about Christ (for Theodore 


139 See x Cor 2:8. 

140 The words “are persevering” are supplied from the Latin. 

141 Inhabitants of the Roman Empire were expected to venerate the emperor's image as 
they would the emperor himself. 

142 In Greek, prosdpon. 143 Eph 5:31. 144 John 20:22. 145 John 20:28. 
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denies that Christ himself is God), but that Thomas, overwhelmed by the 
incredibleness of the resurrection, was singing praise to God who had 
raised Christ. And even worse, in his Commentary on the Acts of the Apos- 
tles, the same Theodore likens Christ to Plato, Manichaeus, Epicurus, 
and Marcion, saying that, just as each of these men, upon discovering 
his own doctrine, made his disciples be called Platonists, Manichaeans, 
Epicureans, and Marcionites, so in a similar way, after Christ discovered 
his doctrine, Christians took his name. — Well then, if anyone defends the 
aforesaid most impious Theodore and his impious writings, in which he 
poured forth the aforesaid blasphemies and countless others against our 
great God and Savior Jesus Christ, but does not anathematize him and 
his impious writings, as well as all those who accept or even vindicate 
him or claim that his expositions are orthodox, both those who wrote in 
support of him and held the same views as him, and also those who write 
in support of him and his impious writings, and those whose views are or 
ever were like his and who persevered or are persevering in this impiety 
until death, let him be anathema. 

13. If anyone defends the impious writings of Theodoret which he ex- 
pounded™® against the orthodox faith, the first holy synod at Ephesus, 
and Cyril among the saints and his Twelve Chapters, and all his writings 
in support of the impious Theodore and Nestorius and of the others who 
held the same opinions as the aforementioned Theodore and Nestori- 
us, and accepts'#’7 them and their impiety, and for this reason calls the 
teachers of the church impious for confessing the hypostatic union of 
God the Word with the flesh, but does not anathematize the aforesaid 
impious writings and those who held or hold opinions similar to these, 
as well as all those who wrote against the orthodox faith or Cyril among 
the saints and his Twelve Chapters, and have died in this impiety, let him 
be anathema. 

14. If anyone defends the Letter which is said to have been written by 
Ibas to the heretic'#® Mari the Persian, which denies that God the Word 
became incarnate and became a human being from the holy Theotokos 
and ever-virgin Mary and claims that a mere human being was born from 


146 The words “which he expounded” are supplied from the Latin. 

147 Here we read dechetai (supported by the Latin defendens) for the reasons outlined in 
Price, Acts of the Council of Constantinople of 553, 125 0. 94. 

148 The words “the heretic” are supplied by the Latin. 
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her, whom it calls a temple, as if God the Word is one and the human being 
is another, and which indicts Cyril among the saints, who proclaimed the 
orthodox faith of Christians, as a heretic and someone who wrote like the 
impious Apollinarius, and which defames the first holy synod at Ephesus 
for condemning Nestorius without trial and investigation, the same im- 
pious Letter that labels the Twelve Chapters of Cyril among the saints 
impious and contrary to the orthodox faith and vindicates Theodore and 
Nestorius and their impious doctrines and writings — Well then, if anyone 
defends the aforesaid impious Letter and does not anathematize it and its 
defenders and those who claim that it or part of it is orthodox, and those 
who wrote or write in support of it or the impieties contained in it, and 
those who venture to vindicate it or the impieties contained in it in the 
name of the holy fathers or of the holy synod at Chalcedon, and persevere 
in them until death, let him be anathema. 

With, then, these things confessed just as we received them from di- 
vine scripture, the teaching of the holy fathers, and the definitions about 
the one and the same faith issued by the aforementioned four holy syn- 
ods, and moreover, with the condemnation of the heretics and their im- 
piety, and of those who vindicated or vindicate the aforesaid impious"? 
‘Three Chapters and persevered or persevere in their error, if anyone 
attempts to transmit, teach, or write what is contrary to our pious de- 
crees, should he be a bishop or enrolled among the clergy, he shall be 
stripped of his episcopal or clerical rank for doing what is alien to priests 
and to ecclesiastical order; should he be a monk or layperson, he shall 
be anathematized. 

And now the signatures: 

6, 1. Eutychius, by the mercy of God bishop of Constantinople, New 
Rome: I vote withs° what has been set forth above and confess that I hold 
everything contained in the chapters and decrees recorded above, and that 
I accept the four holy synods — namely that of Nicaea, that of Constan- 
tinople, the first one at Ephesus, and that of Chalcedon, and the defini- 
tions issued by them about the one and the same faith. Embracing all this 
as recorded above, I condemn and anathematize, in addition to the other 


149 The “impious” is supplied by the Latin. 
150 That is, “I agree with.” 
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heretics and their impious writings, the impious Theodore, who was once 
the bishop of Mopsuestia, along with his impious writings, and everything 
that Theodoret wrote impiously according to what was set out above, and 
the impious Letter which is attributed to Ibas, as well as those who held or 
hold opinions like theirs. And I have signed.*™ 


151 The translation of the verdict of Eutychius is based on the extant Greek at ACO 4.1: 
244-5 Schwartz. After Eutychius signed, identical verdicts were given by seventeen 
metropolitan bishops (or their proxies), and then another 148 bishops signed without a 
verdict — 166 bishops in total. 
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Emperor Justin Il, The Second Henotikon 


Introduction and Translation by Bradley K. Storin 


INTRODUCTION 


Justin IT became emperor upon the death of his uncle Justinian. During 
the first eight years of his reign (565-573), that is, before he descended 
into madness, Justin worked hard to establish a foundation on which the 
various Chalcedonian and anti-Chalcedonian communities could recon- 
cile. He convened a series of conferences that, despite their contentious- 
ness, culminated in Justin issuing this edict in 571. Sometimes labeled the 
Second Henotikon because of its similarity in aim and strategy with Emperor 
Zeno’s Henotikon from nearly a century earlier,’ this edict drew heavily on 
Emperor Justinian’s Edict on the Orthodox Faith from 551 with a few cru- 
cial differences.* Justin II deemphasized “two nature” language and shifted 
toward a “one nature” formulation: he insisted that God the Word was 
hypostatically united with the human nature to the extent that the two na- 
tures of Christ could only be distinguished theoretically. In fact, most of 
the edict is little more than a string of quotations from Justinian’s Edict on 
the Orthodox Fuith, carefully modified to lesser or greater extents and subtly 
selected and woven together to express a Christology that could be the 
basis for reconciliation. However, during the conferences that preceded 
the edict, anti-Chalcedonians had asked Justin to explicitly condemn the 
Council of Chalcedon. The edict does not mention Chalcedon, but in- 
deed its final line tacitly affirms the Chalcedonian status quo. As a result, 
anti-Chalcedonians rejected Justin’s edict and were subjected to occasional 
but intense persecutions by Justin II and his successor Tiberius II. 

The text of this edict is contained in Evagrius Scholasticus, Ecclesiastical 
History 5.4, and the critical edition from which this text has been made is 


1 Translated in this volume on pp. 187-190. 
2 Translated in this volume on pp. 317-340. 
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Josef Bidez and Léon Parmentier, The Ecclesiastical History of Evagrius with 
the Scholia (London: Methuen & Co., 1898), 197-201. 


TRANSLATION 


[197] In these very words, Justin writes this edict to Christians everywhere: 

In the name of the master, Jesus Christ our God, Emperor Caesar Flavi- 
an Justin, faithful in Christ, mild, greatest, beneficent, Alamanicus, Goth- 
icus, Germanicus, Anticus, Francicus, Herulicus, Gepidicus,} pious, fortu- 
nate, glorious, victorious, [198] prize-winning, eternally august Augustus.+ 

“T give you my peace,” says Christ, the master, our true God. “My peace 
I leave you,” he proclaims to all human beings.’ This can mean nothing 
else except that those who have faith in him convene in one and the same 
church, having the same mind about the correct belief of Christians while 
turning away from those who say or believe contrary things — for the con- 
fession of the orthodox faith stands as the first [step in] salvation for all hu- 
man beings. That’s why we too, following the evangelical pronouncements 
and the holy symbol, or the teaching of the holy fathers, exhort everyone to 
come together in one and the same church and opinion, having faith in “the 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, the same-in-substance Trinity, one divinity or 
nature and substance in word and deed, and one power, authority, and ac- 
tivity, believing in three hypostases or persons, in whom we have been bap- 
tized, in whom we have believed, and to whom we have sworn allegiance.”® 
For “we worship Unity in Trinity and Trinity in Unity that is in possession 
of both division and union in a paradoxical way — Unity according to the 
substance or divinity, but Trinity according to the distinctive features’ or 
hypostases or persons. ‘For they are divided undividedly, so to speak, and 
are conjoined dividedly. After all, the divinity is one in three, and the three 
are one, in which the divinity exists, or to speak more precisely, which are 
the divinity.’”* There is God the Father, God the Son, God the Holy Spirit 


3 The seven previous titles represent Justin’s respective claims to various military victories 
in the Balkans and western Europe. 

4 The traits claimed by Justin are closely or nearly exactly the same as the ones claimed by 
Justinian in Edict on the Orthodox Faith. 

5 John 14:27. 

6 Justinian, Edict on the Orthodox Faith (ABAW.PH n.F. 18: 72, 13-16 Schwartz), with 
modifications. 

7 In Greek, tas idiotétas. 

8 Justinian, Edict on the Orthodox Faith (ABAW.PH n.F. 18: 72, 16-20 Schwartz), quoting 
Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 39.11, 18-21 (SChr 358: 172 Moreschini). 
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when each person is “contemplated alone with the mind separating what 
are inseparable, and the three are God when contemplated with each other 
in their identity of movement and nature, since we must both confess the 
one God and proclaim three hypostases or distinctive features.”? 

“We confess that it was the same only-begotten Son of God, God the 
Word, who before the ages and in a non-temporal manner was begotten, 
not made, from the Father, in the last days for us and for our salvation came 
down [199] from the heavens and became incarnate of the Holy Spirit and 
our holy, glorious, Theotokos and ever-virgin Queen Mary, and was be- 
gotten of her. He is our Lord Jesus Christ, one of the holy Trinity,’"° “who 
is glorified along with the Father and the Holy Spirit. The holy Trinity 
did not receive an addition of a fourth person just because one of the holy 
‘Trinity, God the Word, became incarnate.”"' Rather, one and the same, our 
Lord Jesus Christ, is “same-in-substance with God the Father according to 
his divinity and the same one same-in-substance with us according to the 
humanity, passible in flesh and the same impassible in divinity.” “For we 
do not think that God the Word who worked miracles is one and the one 
who suffered is another, but we confess one and the same, our Lord Jesus 
Christ, incarnate and completely humanified Word of God, and to one and 
the same belong both the miracles and the sufferings, which he voluntarily 
endured in the flesh because of our salvation. For it was not an average hu- 
man being who gave himself on our behalf, but God the Word himself,”3 
who having unchangeably become a human being accepted voluntary suf- 
fering and death in the flesh on our behalf. 

“And therefore when we confess that he is God we do not reject that he 
is also a human being, and when we confess that he is a human being we do 
not deny that he is also God.” “Accordingly, when we confess that the one 
and the same, our Lord Jesus Christ, is a composite from each nature, div- 
inity and humanity, we do not introduce confusion into the union.”’5 For 


9 Justinian, Edict on the Orthodox Faith (ABAW.PH n.F. 18: 72, 20-23 Schwartz), with slight 

modifications. 

10 Justinian, Edict on the Orthodox Faith (ABAW.PH n.F. 18: 72, 29-34 Schwartz), with slight 
modifications. 

11 Justinian, Edict on the Orthodox Fuith (ABAW.PH n.F. 18: 76, 37-78, 1 Schwartz). 

12 Justinian, Edict on the Orthodox Faith (ABAW.PH n.F. 18: 72, 32-74, 1 Schwartz). 

13 Justinian, Edict on the Orthodox Fuith (ABAW.PH n.F. 18: 74, 4-7 Schwartz), with slight 
modifications. 

14 Justinian, Edict on the Orthodox Fuith (ABAW.PH n.F. 18: 74, 9-11 Schwartz). 

15 Justinian, Edict on the Orthodox Faith (ABAW.PH n.F. 18: 74, 14-16 Schwartz), with slight 
modifications. 
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neither is it the case that, just because he became human like us, he lost 
his being God, nor is it the case that, just because he is God according to 
nature, he regards likeness to us as unacceptable and disavows his being 
human. Just as he remained God in his humanity, so too was he no less 
human though existing in the preeminence of divinity; he exists as both 
one God and human being together, one Emmanuel.'’* When we confess 
that the same one is complete in divinity and complete in humanity, “from 
which he was compounded, [200] we are not inflicting upon his one com- 
posite hypostasis division into independent things or severance, but we are 
indicating the difference between the natures, which is not destroyed be- 
cause of the unity.”’? “For neither is the divine nature changed into the 
human nor is the human nature turned into the divine. Instead, since each 
is understood to exist in the definition and principle of its own nature, 
we affirm that the union has been effected hypostatically. The hypostatic 
union, however, means that God the Word, that is, the one hypostasis out 
of the divinity’s three hypostases, was not united to a preexisting human 
being, but in the womb of our holy, glorious Theotokos, and ever-virgin 
Queen Mary fashioned for himself from her in his own hypostasis a flesh,” 
which is same-in-substance with us and experiences all the passions [as us] 
except for sin, “endowed with rational and intellectual soul.”"* For in [the 
flesh] he retained possession of the hypostasis and became a human being, 
and he is one and the same, our Lord Jesus Christ, “glorified along with the 
Father and the Holy Spirit.”"® When we conceptualize his ineffable unity, 
we confess in an orthodox manner one incarnate nature of God the Word 
in flesh endowed with rational and intelligible soul. And again, grasping the 
difference between the natures in thought,*° we say that there are two of 
them without introducing any division. For each nature is in him. Hence, 
we confess one and the same Christ, one Son, one person, one hypostasis, 
God and human being simultaneously. 

We anathematize all who have held or now hold views contrary to these, 
judging these people to be aliens to God’s holy, catholic, and apostolic 


16 See Matt 1:23. 

17 Justinian, Edict on the Orthodox Faith (ABAW.PH n.F. 18: 74, 16-19 Schwartz), with 
considerable modifications. 

18 Justinian, Edict on the Orthodox Faith (ABAW.PH n.F. 18: 74, 21-27 Schwartz), with slight 
modifications. 

19 Justinian, Edict on the Orthodox Faith (ABAW.PH n.F. 18: 76, 37-38 Schwartz). 

20 In Greek, en theoriai. 
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church. Accordingly, seeing that the orthodox doctrines have been hand- 
ed down to us from the holy fathers, we urge all of you to convene in one 
and the same catholic and apostolic church. Moreover, we are even beg- 
ging you — for even if we stand in the preeminence of kingship, we ought 
not [zor] hesitate to use such words on behalf of the concord and unity 
of all Christians that comes from sending up the one glorifying praise of 


2921 


all to “the great God and our Savior Jesus Christ”*' — that from now on no 
one should have an excuse to quarrel over persons or syllables because the 
syllables lead to one and the same orthodox conception and faith.** The 
custom and character that has prevailed up to now in God’s holy, catholic, 
and apostolic church is forever steadfast and in no way novel, remaining 


for all time to come. 


21 Titus 2:13. 

22 By “syllables,” Justin is likely referring to debates over the words en (“in”) and ek (“out 
of” or “from”) that raged between Chalcedonians and anti-Chalcedonians in the late fifth 
and sixth centuries. In Edict on the Orthodox Faith Justinian offered a Neo-Chalcedonian 
interpretation of both contested expressions, “in two natures” and “from two natures.” 
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Gregory the Great, Selections from his Homilies 
Introduction and Translation by Mark DelCogliano 


INTRODUCTION 


Gregory the Great was the Roman pontiff from 590 until his death in 604. 
In the mid-570s he abandoned a successful career in government in order 
to become a monk. In 579 or 580 Pope Pelagius II ordained him a deacon 
and sent him to Constantinople as the papal ambassador. He spent about 
six years in the imperial capital, where he became the center of a circle of 
monks and clerics who read the scriptures together. The lectures on the 
biblical book of Job that he delivered in this setting he later revised for pub- 
lication as the Moralia in Job, his most famous work and a treasure-house 
of moral, spiritual, and theological insight. Upon his return to Rome he 
resumed his monastic life, but was elected pope after the death of Pelagius 
II in 590. 

Sixty-two homilies of Gregory are extant. In the years 590 to 592 he 
composed forty homilies on the gospels for clergy and laity. The first twen- 
ty were read out by his secretary, and he himself preached the final twen- 
ty. In 593 he delivered twenty-two homilies on the book of the prophet 
Ezekiel to a small group of monks and clerics. No passage in any homily 
contains an extended theological discourse on Christology, but he offers 
many reflections of Christological significance in the course of his exegesis. 
In these homilies, while Gregory affirms Chalcedonian and Neo-Chalce- 
donian Christology, he does not exhibit much interest in the theological 
debates over Christ; rather, he consistently highlights the soteriological 
importance, meaning, and ramifications of the incarnation. 

The first excerpt is Gregory’s exegesis of Matthew 22:2, taken from the 
thirty-eighth homily on the gospels, which is devoted to Matthew 22:2-14, 
the parable of the wedding banquet (Homily on the Gospels 38.2-3). Here 
he figuratively interprets the marriage-feast that the king gave to his 
son as the incarnation. Though Gregory affirms the Neo-Chalcedonian 
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understanding of Christ as a union from two natures and in two natures, 
and not a composite of two persons, he is more interested in the incarna- 
tion as the eternal God’s definitive union with the church. 

The remaining excerpts are from the first book of the Homilies on Ezekiel, 
which treats the opening chapters of the biblical book (Homilies on Ezekiel 
1.2.1, 1.2.5-7, 1.2.9, 1.2.14, and 1.8.25). In these passages Gregory speaks 
about the incarnation as God’s drawing near to the human race in its fallen 
condition in order to cure it of the wounds that it bears because of sin. Of 
particular interest is his interpretation of the thing that “resembles amber” 
in Ezekiel 1:4 and 1:27 as a figure of Christ. Here, though he affirms in a 
Chalcedonian manner that there is a union of human and divine natures 
in Christ “unconfusedly,” Gregory stresses that God “tempered” his divin- 
ity in the incarnation lest its splendor incinerate us while at the same time 
“brightening” the humanity he assumed in order to heal our infirm condi- 
tion. 

The editions used for the translations here are Raymond Etaix, Gregorius 
Magnus. Homiliae in Evangelia, CCSL 141 (Turnhout: Brepols, 1999) and 
Marcus Adriaen, Sancti Gregorii Magni Homiliae in Hiezechibelem prophetem, 
CCSL 142 (Turnhout: Brepols, 1971). 


TRANSLATION 
Homilies on the Gospel 


38, 2. Often in the past I have stated, I remember, that in the holy gospel 
the church of the present time is frequently called the kingdom of heaven. A 
gathering of the righteous is indeed said to be the kingdom of heaven.’ For 
the Lord says through the prophet, “Heaven is my seat.”? And Solomon said, 
“The soul of the righteous is the seat of wisdom.”3 Paul too said, “Christ is 
God’s power and God’s wisdom.”+ Accordingly, we must obviously conclude 
that if God is wisdom and the soul of the righteous is the seat of wisdom, 
then when heaven is called the seat of God, heaven must be the soul of the 
righteous. For this reason through the psalmist it is said about holy preach- 
ers, “The heavens proclaim the glory of God.”s Therefore, the church of 
the righteous is the kingdom of heaven because insofar as their hearts seek 
nothing on earth since they long for things above, the Lord already reigns 


1 Here Gregory may be borrowing from Augustine, Exposition on the Psalms 46.9. 
2 Isa 66:1. 3 Prov 12:23. 4 1 Cor 1:24. 5 Ps 18(19):2. 
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in them as he does in the heavens. Therefore, it can be said, “The kingdom 
of heaven is like a king who made a marriage-feast for his son.”¢ 

3. Already Your Charity’ understands who is the king that is father of a 
son who is himself king. Certainly he is the one to whom the psalmist said, 
“God, give your judgment to the king, to the king’s son your justice.”* It is 
he “who made a marriage-feast for his son.”® For God the Father made a 
marriage-feast for God the Son at that time when he conjoined him to hu- 
man nature in the Virgin’s womb, when he wanted the God who is before 
the ages to become human at the end of the ages. Now it normally happens 
that such a conjunction comes about from two persons. But let it be ban- 
ished from our minds that we believe that the person of God and the hu- 
man being, our Redeemer Jesus Christ, is a union [that comes about] from 
two persons. After all, we say that he exists from two natures and in two na- 
tures, but we shun as impious the belief that he is composed of two persons. 
Therefore, one can more plainly and securely say that the Father made a 
marriage-feast for the Son in this sense, that he joined the holy church 
to him through the mystery of the incarnation. And the womb of the vir- 
gin mother was the bridal chamber of this bridegroom. Thus the psalmist 
said, “In the sun he has placed his tent and he is like a bridegroom com- 
ing from his bridal chamber.”'° He indeed came from his bridal chamber 
like a bridegroom who, having become God incarnate in order to conjoin 
the church to himself, sprung from the incorruptible womb of the Virgin. 
Therefore, he sent his servants to invite friends to this marriage-feast. He 
sent once, and he sent again, because he made the prophets first and af- 
terwards the apostles into preachers of the Lord’s incarnation. And so he 
sent his servants twice to give the invitation, because through the prophets 
he spoke of the incarnation of the Only-Begotten as a future event and 
through the apostles he proclaimed it as an accomplished fact. 


* 


kK 


Homilies on Ezekiel, Book 1 


2, 1. In prophetic pronouncements it is customary first to state the person, 
time, and place, and afterwards to begin to state the prophecy’s mysteries. 


6 Matt 22:2. 7 Gregory addresses his audience with a term of politeness. 
8 Ps 71(72):2. 9g Matt 22:2. 10 Ps 18(19):6. 
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For in order to demonstrate the truth more surely, they plant the narrative 
root beforehand and afterward bring forth the spiritual fruits through signs 
and allegories. Accordingly, Ezekiel indicates the time of his age when he 
says, “And it happened in the thirtieth year, in the fourth month, on the 
fifth of the month.”" And announcing the place too, he adds, “When I was 
in the middle of the captives by the river Chobar, the heavens were opened 
and I saw visions of the Lord.” And he even makes known the time, add- 
ing, “On the fifth of the month — it being the fifth year of the exile of king 
Jehoiachin.”% In order to correctly identify the person, he even mentions 
his family, when he adds, “And the word of the Lord came to Ezekiel the 
priest, the son of Buzi.”" 


5. Now if we are looking for some mystery to be indicated when he states 
his age, it is not absurd for the prophet to be using the time of his age to 
point to the Lord whom he announces with his words. In the thirtieth year 
of the prophet Ezekiel the heavens were opened and he saw visions of the 
Lord by the river Chobar,'s because also around the thirtieth year of his 
age the Lord came to the river Jordan: there the heavens were opened, be- 
cause the Spirit descended like a dove, and a voice sounded from heaven, 
saying, “This is my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased.””* 

6. Moreover, the Hebrew words themselves are of great value to us for 
interpreting the mystery. For “Chobar” means “weightiness” or “heaviness.” 
The interpretation of “Ezekiel” is “strength of God,” whereas that of “Buzi” 
is “scorned” or “despised.” And “Chaldaeans” means “takers of captives” or 
“like demons.” Therefore, Ezekiel came beside the river Chobar,'? because, 
given that “Chobar” expresses weightiness or heaviness, what is fittingly 
signified by the river Chobar if not the human race? From its rising’? it 
gushes down to death and is a heavy burden to itself because of the sins it 
both commits and bears, since as it is written, “Wickedness sits on a talent 
of lead.”’9 For every sin is heavy because it prevents the soul from rising to 
the heights. Thus it is said through the prophet, “children of humanity, how 
long will your hearts be heavy?”*° But it is written about the Lord, “For he 


tr Ezek 1:1. 12 Ezek 1:1. 13 Ezek 1:2. 14 Ezek 1:2. 15 See Ezek 1:1. 

16 Matt 3:17. 17 See Ezek 1:2. 

18 The Latin here is ortu, which means both a spring or source that gives rise to a river and 
the birth of a living thing. 

19 See Zech 5:7-8. 20 Ps 4:5. 
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is God’s power and God’s wisdom.”?' Therefore, Ezekiel came beside the 
river Chobar,”* because the strength of God through the mystery of his 
incarnation deigned to draw near the human race that bears the weight of 
its sins — that same human race that from its rising each day gushes down to 
death, as is said about it through the psalmist, “It is like a tree that is plant- 
ed alongside the flowing waters.”*} It is indeed planted beside the flowing 
waters because he became incarnate beside the errors of peoples who are 
gushing down [to death]. Now we said that “Ezekiel” means “strength of 
God” and “Buzi” means “scorned.” But Ezekiel is the son of Buzi*+ because 
the Only-Begotten of God deigned to become incarnate from the people 
that the Lord despised because of the guilt of their faithlessness. Therefore, 
the strength of God is born from contempt and scorn because our Redeem- 
er deigned to assume humanity from a faithless and despised people. He 
came “into the land of the Chaldaeans.”*s As we said, “Chaldaeans” means 
“takers of captives” or “like demons.” For wicked people, who themselves 
commit acts of wickedness and entice others to wickedness through se- 
duction, are surely “taking captives.” They are also correctly interpreted to 
be “like demons” because those who entice others to wickedness through 
seduction take upon themselves the ministry of demons for the purpos- 
es of wickedness, although they are not demons by nature. Therefore, the 
strength of God came “into the land of the Chaldaeans”** because the On- 
ly-Begotten of the Father appeared among those who had gushed down 
into sin on their own and enticed others into sins by taking them captive. 
But let these words of exposition now return to the person of the prophet. 

7. “And the hand of the Lord came upon him in that place.”*? The Son is 
called the hand or the arm of the Lord because all things are made through 
him.** And so the psalmist says about him, “Let your hand be my salva- 
tion.”*? The hand of God, which was not made but begotten in his divinity, 
was indeed made in his humanity to heal the wounds of the human race. 
Therefore, the prophet recognized the incarnation of the Only-Begotten 
in that place where he saw the hand of the Lord come upon him.3° 


kK O* 


8. ... “And I looked and behold, a whirlwind was coming out of the north.”3! 
... 9. In light of the fact that the north wind chills with cold, the word 


21 1 Cor 1:24. 22 See Ezek 1:2. 23 Ps 1:3. 24 See Ezek 1:2. 
25 Ezek 1:2. 26 See Ezek 1:2. 27 Ezek 1:3. 28 See John 1:3. 
29 Ps 118(119):173. 30 See Ezek 1:3. 31 Ezek 1:4. 
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“north” is not an inappropriate designation for the numbness caused by the 
evil spirit.* The prophet Isaiah testifies to this, declaring that the devil had 
spoken, saying, “I will sit on the mountain of the covenant on the slopes of 
the north.”33 For the evil spirit took hold of “the mountain of the covenant” 
because he subjugated to himself in faithlessness the Jewish people who 
had received the Law. When he takes hold of the hearts of their teachers,;3+ 
the devil sits in charge “on the mountain of the covenant.” He also “sits 
on the slopes of the north” because he possesses the cold minds of human 
beings. Accordingly, in the voice of the bridegroom it is said in the Song of 
Songs, “Arise, north wind, and come, south wind, blow through my garden 
and let its sweet scents spread around.”35 When at God’s bidding the cold 
spirit recedes, the warm spirit takes up residence in the mind of the faithful 
and “blows through the garden” of God, which is to say through the holy 
church, in such a way that reports of her virtues flow out like “sweet scents” 
enabling them to become known to many people. Indeed, after the depar- 
ture of the “north wind,” which is to say the evil spirit, the Holy Spirit fills 
the mind like the “south wind.” As long as he blows with his warmth, the 
“sweet scents” of the virtues at once flow from the hearts of the faithful. 
Therefore, perceiving what would take place in the end, the prophet saw 
“a whirlwind coming out of the north” because at the end of the age the 
evil spirit will forcibly take up a residence in the minds of human beings 
through the numbing coldness of its numbness. Thus it is written, “Woe to 
earth and sea! For the devil has come down to you with great wrath know- 
ing that his time is short!”3¢ For the ancient enemy forcibly increased his 
efforts to snare human minds. Against his exorbitant pride has been man- 
ifested the humility of the incarnate God, and in order to cure the human 
race of its sluggishness, the great power of the physician appeared at the 
precise time when the sluggishness of the unhealthy increased. 


kK * 


14. “And in the middle of it was something that resembles amber, that is, 
in the middle of the fire.”37 What is indicated by the thing that resembles 
amber, if not Christ Jesus the mediator between God and human beings?3* 
For amber comes from gold and silver. When gold and silver are mixed in 


32 The Latin spiritus, here translated as “spirit,” also means “wind.” Gregory plays on both 
senses of this word. 

33 Isa 14:13. 34 Or, “of those who are learned.” The Latin here is doctorum. 

35 Song 4:16. 36 Rev 12:12. 37 Ezek 1:4. 38 See 1 Tim 2:5. 
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the amber, the silver grows in brightness whereas the gold fades in splen- 
dor. The one increases in brightness and the other has its brightness tem- 
pered. Therefore, since our nature is united to the nature of divinity in the 
only-begotten Son of God — in this union the humanity grew in the glory of 
majesty but the divinity tempered the power of its splendor for human eyes 
and through this the human nature became brighter — it is as if the silver 
grew [in brightness] through the gold. And since the divinity was tempered 
in its splendor for our gaze, it is as if the gold faded for us through the sil- 
ver. For that immutable nature, which “while remaining in itself renews all 
things,”3? would have incinerated us with its splendor rather than renewed 
us if it had chosen to appear to us just as it is. Instead, God tempered the 
brightness of his greatness for our eyes, in order that, with his brightness 
tempered for us, our infirm condition could be brightened in his light by 
likeness to him and could change the hue of its habitual state, so to speak, 
by the grace received. Therefore, like amber in fire, God becomes human. 


kK * 


8, 25. “And I saw something that resembles amber.”4° Why is it that the 
appearance of the human being on the throne* resembles amber, if not 
because, as I said far above,*? gold and silver are mixed in amber in such a 
way that one thing is made from the two metals? In amber both the bright- 
ness of the gold is tempered by the silver and the appearance of the silver is 
brightened by the brightness of the gold. And in our Redeemer the natures 
of divinity and humanity were united to each other and conjoined uncon- 
fusedly so that through the humanity the brightness of his divinity could 
be tempered for our eyes and through the divinity the human nature in 
him could be brightened and when exalted possess a splendor beyond that 
which was created. 


39 Wis 7:27. 40 Ezek1:27. = qt See Ezek 1:26. 
42 Areference back to 1.2.14. 
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Gregory the Great, Letters 1.24, 10.21, and 
£152 


Introduction and Translation by Mark DelCogliano 


INTRODUCTION 


Gregory the Great was pope from 590 to 604.' Much of what is known 
about his papacy comes from the collection of his letters, called the Regis- 
trum epistularum, that was assembled after his death. Over 850 of his letters 
survive, to a vast array of addressees on an equally vast array of subjects. 
Three are translated here. The first is Letter 1.24, the encyclical letter that 
Gregory sent in February 591 to the patriarchs of Constantinople, Alexan- 
dria, Antioch, and Jerusalem shortly after his elevation to the papacy, as a 
token of his communion with them. While the bulk of the letter deals with 
pastoral concerns, its last paragraph (translated below) contains a profes- 
sion of faith meant to assure his fellow patriarchs of his orthodoxy. Here 
Gregory confesses his adherence to Nicaea, Constantinople, Ephesus I, 
Chalcedon, and Constantinople I with its condemnation of the Three 
Chapters. 

The other two letters are technical discussions of Christological issues, 
perhaps his most extensive comments of the sort, and rare expressions of 
his Christology outside of a pastoral and spiritual context. Letter 10.21 was 
written in August 600 to Eulogius of Alexandria in response to his tract 
against the Agnoetae. These were Egyptian miaphysites who maintained 
that Christ was subject to ignorance just like all human beings. Gregory 
confirms the omniscience of Christ by offering anti-Agnoetaen interpreta- 
tions of the key scriptural passages on which he thought his opponents based 
their teaching, such as Mark 13:32 and John 11:34. According to Grego- 
ry, Christ must have perfect knowledge because he is same-in-substance 


1 On Gregory, see the Selections from his Homilies, translated in this volume on pp. 398-404. 
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with the Father; while he knows everything in his human nature, it is be- 
cause of his divine nature that he knows all, not because of his human 
nature. 

From July 601, Letter 11.52 is a reply to a query from a Spanish bishop 
about church discipline, namely, the proper manner of receiving repentant 
Nestorians into the orthodox fold. The disciplinary question affords Greg- 
ory an opportunity to affirm Chalcedonian Christianity against the Nesto- 
rians. While some of his phraseology and formulas are reminiscent of the 
Chalcedonian Definition — “one and the same Son,” the contrast between 
the Son’s existing “before the ages” in his divinity and being born of Mary 


9 66 


“at the end of the ages,” “one person,” the Son as “true God,” Christ’s com- 
plete humanity which truly consists “of flesh and rational soul” — Gregory 
never appeals to it directly and instead roots his Christology in the exegesis 
of key scriptural passages such as 1 John 5:20, Luke 1:38 and 1:43, and 
Psalm 44:8. 

The edition on which these translations are based is Dag Norberg, S. 
Gregorii Magni Registrum epistularum, CCSL 140 and 140A (Turnhout: 


Brepols, 1982). 


TRANSLATION 
Letter 1.24 (Selection) 


And moreover, because “with the heart we believe unto justice but con- 
fession is made unto salvation,”* I acknowledge that, just as I accept and 
venerate the four books of the holy gospel, so too do I accept and venerate 
the four councils: that of Nicaea, in which the wicked teaching of Arius is 
destroyed; that of Constantinople too, in which the error of Eunomius and 
Macedonius is refuted; the first of Ephesus also, in which the impiety of 
Nestorius is condemned; and that of Chalcedon, in which the depravity of 
Eutyches and Dioscorus is reproved. With complete devotion I embrace 
them; with whole-hearted endorsement I guard them. For upon these as 
upon a four-sided slab of stone the structure of the holy faith rises up, 
and anyone who does not uphold their solidity, no matter what his life 
and deeds may be, even if he appears to be stone, lies nonetheless outside 
the building. I also equally venerate the fifth council, in which the letter, 


2 Rom to:10. 
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said to be of Ibas, is reproved as full of error; Theodore is convicted of 
having fallen into the perfidy of impiety by separating the person of the 
mediator between God and human beings into two subsistences; and the 
writings of Theodoret, in which the faith of the blessed Cyril is censured, 
are refuted as teeming with brazen madness.} But all the persons whom 
the aforementioned venerable councils reject, I reject; those whom they 
venerate, I embrace. For since [these councils] have been established by 
general consensus, anyone who presumes either to loosen what they bind 
or to fasten what they loosen destroys himself and not them. Therefore, let 
anyone who thinks otherwise be anathema. But may peace be with anyone 
who upholds the faith of the previously mentioned synods, from God the 
Father through Jesus Christ his Son, who lives and reigns with him, con- 
substantially God, in the unity of the Holy Spirit, for ever and ever. Amen. 


* 


kK 


Letter 10.21 
Gregory to Eulogius, Patriarch of Alexandria.* 


“As cold water to a thirsty soul, so is good news from a far country.”5 But 
what can be good news for me, so far as helping the holy church is con- 
cerned, except for Your Holiness, who is as delightful as possible to me, 
to be alive and healthy? Because you perceive the light of truth, you both 
enlighten the same church with the word of your preaching and form it 
for a better life by the examples of your character. As often as I remember 
Your Concord in my heart and recognize that I remain fixed in your heart, 
I give thanks to almighty God that love cannot be severed by places. For 
even if we are separated by a great distance in body, yet in mind we are al- 
ways indivisible. 


3 The Letter of Ibas to Mari the Persian, the person and writings of Theodore of Mopsuestia, 
and the anti-Cyrillian writings of Theodoret of Cyrrhus are the so-called Three Chapters, 
on which see Justinian’s Edict on the Orthodox Faith and Acts of the Second Council of 
Chalcedon, translated in this volume on pp. 317-340 and 341-3809. Ibas’s Letter is translated 
in CEECW 3 on pp. 726-730. The fragments of Theodore’s On the Incarnation are 
translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 420-488. Theodoret’s Refutation of the Twelve Anathemas of 
Cyril of Alexandria is translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 641-657. 

4 Chalcedonian patriarch 580-608. 5 Prov 25:25. 
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Our common son, the deacon Anatolius, has informed me in writing that 
in the royal city’ no matters of ecclesiastical concern have been disrupted 
even though some secular affairs have. But I believe that this information 
was communicated to me before Your Beatitude spoke of ecclesiastical 
concerns, and I rejoice because wherever it happens that you are present, I 
judge myself not to be absent. For I know that as a minister of truth, a fol- 
lower of Peter, and a preacher of the holy church, you are able to articulate 
whatever ought to be proclaimed from the see of Peter the apostle with the 
mouth of a teacher. 

A few days ago, when Abraham the Alexandrian visited, I wrote back 
to Your Holiness about my reactions to the writings that you circulated 
against the heretical Agnoetae and the reasons for being slow to respond. 
But it is reported that the same Abraham is stuck in the city of Naples for a 
long time, constrained by his need for a sailing vessel. And so, I am writing 
again with the same perspective I had when I wrote to you a short time 
ago: in your teaching against the heretics called Agnoetae, there was very 
much that we admire and nothing that displeases us. A short time ago I had 
already written many things in the same vein to our common son, the dea- 
con Anatolius. Your teaching was in such agreement with the Latin fathers 
in every respect that it does not surprise me that in our different languages 
there was one and the same Spirit. 

The blessed Augustine, with the proper interpretation and the same per- 
spective as you, said what you said about the fig tree. For when the evangel- 
ist added, “For it was still not the time for figs,”’ one can plainly recognize 
that by means of the fig the Lord had sought fruit in the synagogue, which 
had the leaves of the law but not the fruit of [good] works. Now the Creator 
of all could not have been ignorant of the fig tree’s lack of fruit, since when 
it was not the time for figs everyone would have been able to know this. 

In regard to the scriptural verse, “The day or the hour neither the Son 
nor the angels knows,”* Your Holiness perceived altogether correctly that 
the verse most certainly ought to be taken in reference to the Son, not 
in terms of his being the head, but in terms of his body, which we are. 
‘The same blessed Augustine gives the same interpretation of this verse in 
many passages.? And he says something else that could be understood in 


6 Constantinople. 7 Mark 11:13. 8 Mark 13:32. 
9 For example, Eighty-Three Different Questions 60; On the Trinity 1.23; Expositions on the 
Psalms 6.1. 
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connection with the Son, that sometimes almighty God speaks in a human 
manner, as when he says to Abraham, “Now I know that you fear God,”?° 
not because at that moment God came to know that he was feared, but 
because at that moment he made the same Abraham acknowledge that he 
feared God. Just as we say that a day is joyful not because the day itself is 
joyful but because it makes us joyful, so too the almighty Son says that he 
does not know the day that he is making unknown, not because he himself 
does not know it but because he does not allow it to be known at all. Thus 
only the Father is said to know it because the Son, being same-in-sub- 
stance with him, has the ability to know that which the angels do not know 
because of that nature of his by which he is superior to the angels. This 
can be understood with even greater precision because the Only-Begotten 
who became incarnate and was made a complete human being for our sake 
indeed knew in the nature of his humanity the day and hour of judgment 
but nonetheless did not know them because of the nature of his humanity. 
Therefore, that which he knew in that nature he did not know because 
of that nature, because the God made human knows the day and hour of 
judgment through the power of his own divinity. 

Ina similar manner, at the marriage feast, when the Virgin Mother men- 
tioned that the wine had run out, he replied, “What is your concern to me, 
woman? My hour has not yet come.”"" Now the Lord of the angels was 
not subject to the hour, seeing that among all the things he created he also 
made hours and times. But since the Virgin Mother wanted him to perform 
a miracle when the wine ran out, he immediately responded to her, “What 
is your concern to me, woman?” He might as well have said outright, “My 
ability to perform miracles is because of my Father, not because of my 
mother.” For he who performed miracles because of the nature of his Fa- 
ther was able to die because of his mother. Thus when he was hanging on 
the cross dying he acknowledged his mother and commended the same to 
his disciple, saying, “Behold your mother.”” Therefore, he said, “What is 
your concern to me, woman? My hour has not yet come.”"3 In other words, 
“When it is a question of the miracle that I cannot do because of your 
nature, I do not acknowledge you at all. When the hour of death comes, 
I acknowledge [you as] my mother, for I have my ability to die because of 
you.” And so, the knowledge that he did not have because of the nature 
of his humanity, the very nature because of which he was a creature along 


1o Gen 22:12. 11 John 2:4. 12 John 19:27. 13 John 2:4. 
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with the angels, this knowledge he denied having with the angels who are 
created.'* Therefore, as God and human being he knows the day and hour 
of judgment, but only because the human being is God. 

It is moreover quite an obvious thing that whoever is non-Nestorian 
cannot in any way be an Agnoeta. For if anyone confesses that the very wis- 
dom of God is incarnate, by what sort of thinking can he claim that there 
is something of which the wisdom of God is ignorant? It is written, “In 
the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and God was 
the Word. All things were made through him.”’s If “all things,” doubtless 
also the day and hour of judgment. Who then is so foolish as to presume 
to claim that the Word of the Father made something of which he was 
ignorant? It is also written, “Jesus, knowing that the Father had given all 
things into his hands ... ”"¢ If “all things,” surely also the day and hour of 
judgment. Who then is so stupid as to claim that the Son received into his 
hands something of which he was ignorant? 

As for the passage in which he says to the women about Lazarus, “Where 
have you laid him?”’’ we interpreted it precisely as you interpreted it. 
Namely, that if they claim that the Lord did not know where Lazarus was 
buried and asked the question for this reason, then surely they are com- 
pelled to admit that the Lord was ignorant of the place where Adam and 
Eve had hidden themselves after their sin, when he said in paradise, “Adam, 
where are you?”'* and also when he chided Cain, saying, “Where is your 
brother Abel?””? If he was ignorant, why did he immediately add, “The 
blood of your brother is crying out to me from the ground”?*° However, 
Severian of Gabala has a different opinion about this passage, saying that 
the Lord said these words to the women as though rebuking them.** In 
asking where they had laid the dead Lazarus, he might as well have said 
outright to the women, calling to mind the sin of Eve, “I placed in paradise 
the man whom you placed in a tomb.” 

In his response to me on these points, our same common son, the deacon 
Anatolius, asked another question, saying, “What if I were to object that 
just as he who is immortal deigned to die in order to free us from death 
and he who is eternal before time chose to become temporal, so too the 
wisdom of God deigned to take on our ignorance in order to free us from 


14 See Mark 13:32. 15 John 1:1 and 1:3. 16 John 13:3. 17 John 11:34. 
18 Gen 3:9. 19 Gen 4:9. 20 Gen 4:10. 
21 Bishop of Gabala in Syria who died around 408. 
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ignorance?” But I have still not given him a response to this because the 
serious illness ’ve had until now prevented me from doing so. Yet at pres- 
ent I have already begun to recover through your prayers, and if I make a 
full recovery such that I am able to dictate, I shall give him a response, with 
the Lord’s help. On these matters I ought not to say anything to you, lest 
I seem to be teaching you what you already know — even medicines lose 
their power to heal when applied to body parts that are healthy and strong. 

In addition, we note that we are experiencing serious difficulties with 
translators here. For as long as there are none who render sense for sense 
and instead always want to convey the precise words, they distort the whole 
sense of what has been said. Thus our situation is such that we cannot 
understand the translations at all except with serious labor. 

I have nonetheless received the blessing of Saint Mark the evangelist and 
Your Beatitude. I wanted moreover to send you timber but since the ship 
that arrived was small, it could not carry it, even though the logs, as the 
Alexandrians saw when they came here, are small. I had another batch pre- 
pared for you, one much larger, but it has still not been transported to the 
city of Rome. Even though I expected it to have been transported here by 
the time that the Alexandrian ship arrived, they remain in the place where 
they were felled. 

May almighty God guard your life to build up the holy church for a long 
time and inspire you to pray for me more intensely, so that though my own 
sins weigh me down your prayers may raise me up to the almighty Lord. 


* 


*O* 


Letter 11.52 


Gregory to Bishop Quiricus and the Other Bishops of the Catholic Church in 
Spain. 


Since no distance is too great for love, an epistle can unite those separated 
by place. And so, when the bearer of the present letter arrived at the church 
of blessed Peter, the prince of the apostles, he reported that he had received 
Your Fraternity’s epistles to us but lost them in the city of Jerusalem along 
with other things. In them, as he recounted, you were very interested in 
asking whether priests and laypersons who have been confused by the er- 
ror of the Nestorian heresy ought to be baptized when they return to the 
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catholic church, the mother of all the elect, or should certainly be joined 
to the bowels of the same mother church by means of only a confession of 
the true faith. 

And indeed we have learned from the ancient statutes of the fathers that 
when any persons in heresy who were baptized in the name of the Trinity 
return to the holy church, they may be recalled to the bosom of mother 
church either by an anointing with chrism, or by an imposition of hands, 
or only by a profession of faith. Thus the West reforms Arians for en- 
try into the catholic [church] by an imposition of hands but the East by 
an anointing with holy chrism. But [the East] receives monophysites and 
others based on a true confession alone, since the holy baptism that they 
obtained among the heretics receives the power to purify them precisely at 
the moment they either receive the Holy Spirit by an imposition of hands 
or are united to the bowels of the holy and universal church by a profession 
of true faith. 

But there are heretics who are not baptized in the name of the Trinity, as 
is the case for the Bonosians** and the Cataphrygians,* because the form- 
er do not believe that Christ is Lord and the latter believe with perverse 
understanding that a certain depraved man, Montanus, is the Holy Spirit, 
and there are many others similar to them. When these people come to 
the holy church they are baptized because there was no baptism: being in 
a state of error they did not receive it in the name of the holy ‘Trinity. It 
cannot be said that this baptism is repeated because, as was said, [the first] 
was not given in the name of the Trinity. 

Now the Nestorians are baptized in the name of the holy Trinity but the 
error of their heresy blinds them to the incarnation of the Only-Begotten 
in a manner similar to Jewish perfidy. Accordingly, when they come to the 
holy catholic church they ought to be taught about the firmness of true 
faith and its confession, so that they may believe in one and the same Son 
of God and of Man, our God the Lord Jesus Christ, the same one existing 
in divinity before the ages and the same one made human at the end of the 
ages, for “the Word was made flesh and dwelt among us.”*+ We say that 
the Word was made flesh not by changing what he was, but by taking on 
what he was not. For by the mystery of his incarnation the Only-Begotten 
of the Father enhanced what was ours and did not diminish what was his. 


22 A group named after the late fourth-century Bonosus of Sardica. 
23 Another name for Montanists. 24 John 1:14. 
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And so, the Word and the flesh are one person, as he himself said, “No one 
has ascended into heaven except the one who descended from heaven, the 
Son of Man.”*5 He who was the Son of God in heaven was the Son of Man 
who spoke on earth. 

Accordingly, John said, “We know that the Son of God has come and has 
given us understanding.”** Immediately he adds the reason why he gave us 
understanding, namely, “so that we may know the true God.”?7 Whom in 
this verse does he imply is the true God, if not the Father almighty? But he 
adds also his understanding of the almighty Son, “and so that we may be 
in his true Son, Jesus Christ.”** Behold, he says the Father is true God and 
Jesus Christ is his true Son. He shows more clearly whom he understands 
the true Son to be, “he is the true God and eternal life.”?? So then, accord- 
ing to the error of Nestorius, if the Word were one and the human being 
Jesus Christ were another, then he who is a true human being would surely 
not be “true God and eternal life.” On the contrary, the only-begotten Son, 
the Word before the ages, was made human. Therefore, he is “true God 
and eternal life.” 

Certainly, when the holy Virgin was about to conceive him and heard 
the angel speaking to her, she said, “Behold the handmaid of the Lord; let 
it happen as you say.”3° And when she had conceived him and visited Eliz- 
abeth her relative, immediately she heard from the same Elizabeth, “Why 
am I worthy, that the mother of the Lord comes to me?”3' Behold, the same 
Virgin is called both “the handmaid of the Lord” and “the mother of the 
Lord” — “the handmaid of the Lord” because the Word before the ages, the 
Only-Begotten, is equal to the Father; “the mother of the Lord” because by 
means of her flesh he was made human in her bowels from the Holy Spirit. 
It is not the case that she is the handmaid of one and the mother of another, 
because when the Only-Begotten of God who exists before the ages was 
born as a human being from her womb, she became by an unfathomable 
miracle both a handmaid of a human being through the divinity and the 
mother of the Word through the flesh. It is not the case, moreover, that the 
flesh was first conceived in the womb of the Virgin and afterward the div- 
inity came into the flesh; instead, as soon as the Word came into the womb, 
at that very moment the Word was made flesh, with the power of his own 
nature being preserved. And the Son of God was born through the womb 


25 John 3:13. 26 1 John 5:20. 27 1 John 5:20. 28 1 John 5:20. 
29 1 John 5:20. 30 Luke 1:38. 31 Luke 1:43. 
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of the Virgin as a complete human being, that is, in the true reality of flesh 
and of a rational soul. 

For this reason he is also called “anointed above his fellows,” as the psalm- 
ist says, “God, your God, has anointed you with the oil of gladness above 
your fellows.”3* After all, he was anointed with oil, the gift obviously of the 
Holy Spirit. But he was anointed above his fellows because all of us human 
beings are sinners first and afterwards we are sanctified by the anointing of 
the Holy Spirit. But he who existed as God before the ages was conceived 
as a human being by the Holy Spirit in the womb of the Virgin at the end 
of the ages: when he was anointed by the same Spirit, at that very moment 
he was conceived. It is not the case that he was conceived earlier and after- 
ward anointed, but being conceived of the Holy Spirit from the flesh of the 
Virgin is the same as being anointed by the Holy Spirit. 

Therefore, let whoever returns from the wicked error of Nestorius con- 
fess the truth of his nativity before Your Fraternity’s holy congregation, 
anathematizing the same Nestorius along with all his followers, as well as 
the rest of the heresies. And let them give assurances that they accept and 
venerate the venerable synods that the universal church accepts. And let 
Your Holiness receive them in your own assembly without any hesitation, 
keeping them in their proper ranks, so that, while you drive the secrets out 
of their mind through solicitude, and through true knowledge teach them 
the correct views that they ought to hold, and through kindness cause in 
them no opposition or embarrassment over their own proper ranks, you 
may snatch them from the maw of the ancient enemy, and the reward of 
eternal glory in the presence of almighty God may increase as greatly as 
the many you gather, who are to be glorified together with you in the Lord 
without end. And so, may the Holy Trinity guard you with its protection as 
you pray for us, and in its love grant you gifts even more numerous. 


32 Ps 44(45):8. 
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Anonymous Apology for Narsai 
Introduction and Translation by Erin Galgay Walsh 


INTRODUCTION 


Narsai was foundational for the development of theology in the Church of 
the East." At the School of Nisibis, the intellectual center for the Church 
of the East, his writings supported theologians whose dyophysite Christo- 
logical formulations were at odds with the Chalcedonian and miaphysite 
positions regnant within the territories of the Roman Empire. Therefore, 
the need arose to defend Narsai against his detractors. 

Little can be known about the Anonymous Apology for Narsai, which was 
presumably written after the death of Narsai. This text departs from the 
conventions of the genre, and it may strike the reader as a list of proof- 
texts rather than a coherent argument. The author marshals verses from 
scripture for this defense in a tripartite structure: statements regarding the 
second person of the Trinity before the assumption of human nature, af- 
ter the assumption, and concerning the “person (in Greek, prosdpon) of the 
humanity.” The author provides little explicit argumentation or analysis 
of the individual verses of scripture, relying on the reader to make the ap- 
propriate connections in light of dyophysite Christological teaching. The 
third category receives the most attention, and the author compiles state- 
ments from across the New Testament, favoring the epistles attributed to 
Paul. In the final section, the author juxtaposes eight statements from Nar- 
sai with verses from Paul and the evangelists in order to show their doctri- 
nal harmony regarding the humanity of Christ. According to the author’s 
logic, the reader should see the statements of Narsai as consonant with the 
teachings of Paul, ensuring the “orthodoxy” of the foundational poet of the 
Church of the East. 


1 On Narsai, see his Metrical Homily on “the Word became Flesh” translated in this volume on 
PP: 194-273. 
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This translation is based on the reproduction of the Syriac text in Luise 
Abramowski and Alan E. Goodman, A Nestorian Collection of Christological 
Texts: Cambridge University Library, MS. Oriental 1319, 2 vols. (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1972), 1: 117-130. 


TRANSLATION 


[x17] Next, by the power of the Holy ‘Trinity, I am setting down some 
verses which are said in the holy scriptures by the Holy Spirit through 
the tongues of the blessed apostles concerning the economy? which is in 
Christ, our Lord and our God — whereby the divine scriptures show the 
different properties of each one of the natures everywhere, not only before 
the assumption} [of the human nature], but also after the assumption. 


Before the assumption, as follows: 


¢ “Tn the beginning was the Word,” etc.4 

¢ “Tand my Father are one.”5 

e “Who sees me has seen the Father.”® 

¢ “Before Abraham was, I am.”7 

¢ “From them® appeared Christ in the flesh who is God over all.”? 

e “Tf they had known, they would not have crucified the Lord of Glory,” 
eo 


There is no doubt about these verses, and it is known to all that these 
things that are said by God or about God apply [to the Lord] before the 
assumption [of the humanity]." 


2 In Syriac, mdabbranuta. 3 In Syriac, nsibuta, literally “taking.” 4. John tr. 

5 John 10:30. 6 John 14:9. 7 John 8:58. 

8 Here the Syriac is menhen with the feminine plural pronominal suffix, whereas in the 
Peshitta it is 7zenhon (masculine plural). A possible explanation for the difference is that 
here the feminine suffix may refer to the litany of ideas from Rom 9:4—5 (“the adoption 
of children, the glory, the covenants, the giving of the Law, the worship, the promises, 
and the fathers”), while the masculine form of the Peshitta may refer exclusively to the 
noun “fathers” in Rom 9:5. 

9g Rom 9:5. 10 x Cor 2:8. 

11 In the margin it reads, “These two verses are not taken [as referring] to the person 
(prosopon) of God the Word, but to the two natures of our Lord. The person who wrote 
it erred.” This statement refers to the quotations of Rom 9:5 and 1 Cor 2:8, as indicated 
by the three sublinear dots at the beginning of each of these verses. The marginal note is 
in the same hand as the main text, leading one to wonder whether the scribe was copying 
the text and notes from the base text or adding the notes himself. 
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The verses [that apply to the Lord] after the assumption are as follows: 


e “The book of the generation of Jesus Christ.” 

e “The birth of Jesus Christ ... ”"3 

e “You are Christ, Son of the living God.”"4 

¢ “Now Christ has risen from among the dead.”*5 

e “Christ died for us.”"* 

e “Therefore, if we have died with [118] Christ, we will believe that we 
will live with Christ.”"7 

¢ For we know that “Christ rose from among the dead.” 

e “As for us, we preach Christ crucified.” 

e “Christ died for our sins as it is written.”*° 

e “Tf itis preached that Christ has risen from among the dead.”*! 

¢ “Remember Jesus Christ who rose from among the dead.” 


Now things that are said about the person of the humanity are as follows: 


¢ “Now when Jesus was born in Bethlehem of Judaea.”?3 

e “The youth grew and was strengthened in the Spirit, and he was filled 
with wisdom, and the grace of God was upon him.”*4 

¢ “Now Jesus grew in stature and in wisdom and in favor with God and 
human beings.” 

e “At that time Jesus was led by the Holy Spirit to the wilderness.”*¢ 

e “The Son of Man was delivered up into the hands of human beings.”?7 

¢ “Until the Son of Man shall rise from the dead.””* 

e “My Father, if it is possible, let this cup pass by me.”?? 

e “EI, El, why have you forsaken me?”3° which is “My God, my God, 
why ... 2” 

e “The Son of Man goes just as it has been decided.”3' 

e “Father, if you wish, let this cup pass by me.”3? 

e “An angel from heaven appeared to him who was strengthening him.” 

e “When he was in fear, he was praying incessantly.”3+ [119] 

¢ “Behold the lamb of God.”35 


Matt 1:1. 13 Matt 1:18. 14 Matt 16:16. 15 1 Cor 15:20. 

Rom 5:8. 

Rom 6:8. At the bottom of the margin of p. 117 the scribe has written, “God,” indicating 
undoubtedly that these verses are understood as referring to God. 

See 1 Cor 15:20. 19 1 Cor 1:23. 20 1 Cor 15:3. 21 1 Cor 15:12. 

2 Tim 2:8. 23 Matt 2:1. 24 Luke 2:40. 25 Luke 2:52. 26 Matt 4:1. 
Luke 9:44. 28 Mark 9:9. 29 Matt 26:39. 30 Matt 27:46. 31 Luke 22:22. 
Luke 22:42. 33 Luke 22:43. 34 Luke 22:44. 35 John 1:29. 
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¢ “The angels of God ascending and descending toward the Son of Man.”3¢ 


e “See now, my soul is troubled.”37 

e “Father, save me from this hour.”3* 

e “T have not spoken on my own, but the Father who sent me gave me 
the commandment himself about what I should say and what I should 
speak.”39 

e “This is life eternal, that they should know you, for you alone are God 
the true God-Father,*° and the one you sent, Jesus Christ.”#" 

e “All authority has been given to me in heaven and on earth.”# 


From the Acts of the Apostles: 


¢ “People of Galilee, why are you standing and looking upon heaven? 
This Jesus who was lifted up from you to heaven, he will come in the 
same way as you have seen him.” 

¢ “Jesus of Nazareth, a man who from God appeared to you with pow- 
er, with signs, and with wonders which God did among you through 
him.”# 

e “This one who was set aside for this by the foreknowledge and will 
of God.”45 

¢ Concerning David: “For he was a prophet, and he knew that God had 
sworn an oath to him: ‘From the fruits of your loins I will establish 
[your descendants] on your throne.’”*° 

e “This Jesus God has raised, and we are his witness; and he is the one 
who was exalted at the right hand of God.”47 

© [120] “Truly then let the whole house of Israel know that God made 
him Lord and Christ, this Jesus whom you crucified.”# 

e “This prince of life you killed, whom God raised in three days.”4? 

e “By the name of Jesus Christ of Nazareth, whom you crucified, whom 
God raised from among the dead ... ”5° 

e “He is the stone that you, the builders, rejected, and he has become 
the cornerstone, and there is no salvation through anyone else.” 

e “The God of our fathers raised Jesus, the one whom you killed, when 
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you hung him upon the wood. 


36 John 1:51. 37 John 12:27. 38 John 12:27. 39 John 12:49. 

40 The author has added “Father” to the text of the Peshitta. = 41 John 17:3. 

42 Matt 28:18. 43 Acts 1:11. 44 Acts 2:22. 45 Acts 2:23. 

46 Acts 2:30; Ps 131(132):11. 47 Acts 2:32-33. 48 Acts 2:36. 49 Acts 3:15. 
50 Acts 4:10. 51 Acts 4:11-12. 52 Acts 5:30. 
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¢ “God raised him, prince and savior, and he has exalted him at his right 
hand,” etc.%3 

¢ “The God of our fathers glorified his son, Jesus, the one whom you 
killed,” etc.54 

¢ Concerning Stephen, he says: “And he, since he was filled with faith 
and the Holy Spirit, looked up to heaven and saw the glory of God 
and Jesus, while he was standing at the right hand of God.”55 

e “The Spirit of the Lord is upon me and because of this he anointed 
me,” etc.5° 

¢ “Tam Jesus of Nazareth whom you are persecuting.”57 

e¢ “About Jesus, who is from Nazareth, whom God anointed with the 
Holy Spirit and with power; and he is the one who was going around 
and healing those who were afflicted by the Evil One, because [121] 
God was with him and we are his witnesses.”5* 

e “Him God raised on the third day, and he granted him to be seen 
openly.”59 

e “He is the one who was set apart by God as the judge of the living 
and the dead.” 

¢ Concerning David: “From the seed of this one God raised up for 
Israel, just as he promised, Jesus the Savior.” 

e “And behold, we also declare to you that the promise he made to our 
Fathers, behold God has accomplished it for us, their sons, for he 
raised Jesus.”* 

e “And thus God raised him from among the dead, that he might not 
see again corruption.” 

e “This one whom God raised did not see corruption.” 


From the blessed Paul: 


e “Paul, the servant of Jesus Christ.” 

e “Peace and grace be with you from God, our Father, and from our 
Lord, Jesus Christ.” 

e¢ “Herein does God show his love for us that while we were sinners 
Christ died for us.” 


53 Acts 5:31. 54 Acts 3:13. 55 Acts 7:55. 56 Luke 4:18. 

57 Acts 9:5. 58 Acts 10:38-39. 59 Acts 10:40. 60 Acts 10:42. 
61 Acts 13:23. 62 Acts 13:32-33. 63 Acts 13:34. 64 Acts 13:37. 
65 Romt:1. 66 Rom 1:7. 67 Rom 5:8. 
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“But death ruled from Adam up until Moses, even over those who did 
not sin in the image of Adam’s transgression of the law — he who is an 
image of that one who was to come.”° 

“How much, therefore, will the grace of God and his favor, on ac- 
count of one human being, Jesus Christ, increase in many.”® 
“Everything belongs to you, and you belong to Christ, and Christ 
belongs to God.””° 

[122] “If, however, it is proclaimed that Christ rose from the dead, 
how are there those among you who say that there is no resurrection 
of the dead?””" 

“Then we also are found as false witnesses of God, for we have witnessed 
concerning God that he did raise Christ while he did not raise him.”” 
“And since death came through a human being, thus also the resur- 
rection of the dead comes through a human being.”?3 

“The first Adam became a living soul, and the last Adam became a 
life-giving spirit.””4 

“ ... who gave his life for our sins so that he might set us free from this 
evil world, according to the will of God, our Father.”75 

“Behold, because of this, after I heard of your faith in our Lord, Jesus 
Christ, and your love for all the saints, I did not cease giving thanks for 
you and remembering you in my prayers that the God of our Lord, 
Jesus Christ, the Father of glory will give you the Spirit of wisdom.”7° 
“According to the efficacious strength of his power, he brought it 
about in Christ, that he raised him from the dead,” etc.7” 

“For all those who are fornicators or are impure, etc. there is no in- 
heritance for them in the kingdom of Christ and of God.” 

“He humbled himself and was obedient unto death, even the death of 
the cross. For this reason, God also [123] exalted him often and gave 
him the name that is greater than all names.””9 


Rom 5:14. 69 Rom 5:15. 

1 Cor 3:22. The bottom of p. 121 has the following note which the scribe struggled to 
read: “Again he says: ‘He did not take from the angels, but from the seed of Abraham did 
he take’ (Heb 2:16); ‘For apart from God he tasted death for everyone’ (Heb 2:9); “The 
one in whom dwells the entire fullness of the godhead in a bodily way’ (Col 2:9); ‘< ... 

> the curtain which < ... > his flesh’ (Heb 10:20). There are three [kinds of] death; by 
which one did God die? The death of animals, or of humans, or [of sin]?” 

See 1 Cor 15:13-14. 72 1 Cor 15:15. 73 1 Cor 15:21. 74 1 Cor 15:45. 

Gal 1:4. 76 Eph 1:15-17. 77 See Eph 1:19-20. 78 Eph 5:5. 


79 Phil 2:8-9. 
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e “For God is one and there is one mediator between God and human 
beings, the human being Jesus Christ, he who gave himself for salva- 
tion on behalf of all.”*° 

¢ “T will testify for you before God and our Lord Jesus Christ.”*" 

e “What is a human being that you remembered him and the Son of 
Man that you cared for him? You lowered him a little beneath the an- 
gels, and glory and honor you have placed upon his head.” 

e “And he, who was esteemed little less than the angels, we see that he 
was Jesus on account of the pains of his death.”* 

¢ “On account of this, it is right that in everything he should be made 
like his brothers so he might be compassionate and a faithful high 
priest in that which belongs to God.”*4 

e “So now, holy brothers, who have been summoned by the call which 
is from heaven, look upon this one as the apostle*s and high priest of 
our confession, Jesus Christ who was faithful to him who designated 
him to be like Moses in all his house. For much greater is the glory of 
this man than that of Moses.”*° 

e “For he was tempted by everything as we are except by sin.”*” 

e “Even when he was clothed in the flesh, he was offering prayers and 
powerful supplication with tears to him who was able [124] to bring 
him back to life from death.”** 

¢ “Hewasnamed by God the high priest in his likeness to Melchizedek.”*9 

e “But the God of peace, who brought up from the dead the great shep- 
herd of the flock by the blood of the eternal covenant, that is, Jesus 
Christ, our Lord.” 

e And: “He will perform in us something that is pleasing in his sight 
through Jesus Christ, our Lord, to whom is the glory forever.” 

e “Because we have thus been justified by faith, let us have peace with 
God in our Lord, Jesus Christ.” 

e “And by the salvation which is in Jesus Christ, this one whom first 
God had established as an atonement through faith by his blood.”% 

¢ “Heirs of God and fellow heirs of Jesus Christ.”94 

e “Nor can another creature separate me from the love of God that is 
in Jesus Christ.”9%5 


80 1 Tim 2:5-6. 8x 1 Tim 5:21. 82 Heb 2:6-9, quoting Ps 8:5-6. 83 Heb 2:9. 
84 Heb 2:17. 85 Corrected from “apostles.” 86 Heb 3:1-3. 87 Heb 4:15. 

88 Heb 5:7. 89 Heb 5:10. go Heb 13:20. ot Heb 13:21. 92 Rom 5:1. 

93 Rom 3:24-25. 94 Rom 8:17. 95 Rom 8:39. 
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e “And if you shall acknowledge our Lord Jesus with your mouth and be- 
lieve in your heart that God raised him from the dead, you shall live.” 

¢ “For whoever in these things serves Christ is pleasing to God.”97 

¢ “Just as Christ also offered you for the glory of God, but I say that 
Jesus Christ performed circumcision because of the truth of God.” 

¢ “Therefore I have pride in Jesus Christ before God.” 

¢ “T confess our God always [125] because of the grace of God” which 
was given “to us in Jesus Christ.”'°° 

e “But it is God who established us with you in Christ.”"” 

e “And thus is the confidence we have in Christ toward God.”'* 

e “And we know that it was he who raised our Lord, Jesus Christ from 
the dead,” etc." 

e “But thanks to God who gave us victory’ through our Lord, Jesus 
Christ.”"°5 

¢ “On account of this, through him we give an ‘Amen’ to the glory of 
God.”?% 

¢ “Therefore, how much more will the grace of God and the favor on 
account of one man, Jesus Christ be increased in the many.”"” 

e “For also us, it will be reckoned to us who believe in the One who 
raised our Lord, Jesus Christ, from the dead.”!°8 

e “Jesus Christ, he is yesterday and today and forever.”'? 

e “For they have informed me about you, my brothers, that there are 
controversies among you. But I say this: that there are ones among 
you who say that ‘I am of Paul, and there are [some] who say, ‘I am of 
Apollos, and there are [others] who say ‘I am of Cephas,’ and those 
who say ‘I am of Christ.’ Surely Christ is not divided?”"? 


Behold, I am setting down for you, my respected reader, as you ordered, the 
three ways in which the divine scriptures say that the economy of Christ 
was carried out for us — which was [carried out] not only before the as- 
sumption of human nature, but also after the assumption. The first involves 
[126] the divine nature alone. The second is from the person of the union, 
that is to say, the name of Christ. As for the third, the divine scriptures also 


96 Rom to:9. 97 Rom 14:18. 98 See Rom 15:7-8. 99 Rom 15:17. 
100 I Cor 1:4. ror 2 Cor 1:21. 102 2 Cor 3:4. 103 2 Cor 4:14. 
104 Corrected from “death.” 105 1 Cor 15:57. 106 2 Cor 1:20. 

107 Rom 5:15. 108 Rom 4:24. 109 Heb 13:8. 110 X Cor 1:11-13. 
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divided the two natures after the assumption [of the humanity] and the 
union in word only, without confusing the properties of the natures — God 
forbid! For Christ is of the same nature as us and as our Lord: of the same 
nature as us in the nature of his humanity, and as our Lord in the nature of 
his divinity. And we worship him as one Christ. In his being Christ, he is 
undivided. As for the Son, in regard to his being the Son, he is undivided. 
For we say neither “two Christs” nor “two sons.” The Son, however, is two- 
fold, not in honor but in nature. For we do not make Christ our Lord into 
an ordinary human being, and he should neither be thought of as such, nor 
as God deprived of humanity. Rather, our Lord Jesus Christ is the same, 
almighty and human but not in the same way: for it is not in his being God 
that he was human, but in his divinity he is God, and in his humanity he is 
human, and in both of these things he is Christ. Christ is the person of the 
union of the natures. For he is the likeness of him who assumed [the hu- 
manity] and of him who was assumed. These things are said by the blessed 
Nestorius in his homilies. 

As for what I said, [127] that there are people who excerpt passages 
from the metrical homilies of Mar Narsai and slander us with them, as if 
he said that the Lord’s humanity is ordinary, deprived of the Godhead — 
God forbid that it would be as the perverters of the truth think!" Rather, 
the blessed Mar Narsai [speaks] in accordance with these three ways in 
which the holy scriptures have been laid down by the Holy Spirit through 
the tongues of the blessed apostles. In accordance with the scriptures he 
speaks; he agrees with them, and in their footsteps he walks. And whoever 
wants to accuse him accuses the evangelists who were before him and 
declares them guilty. 

For the blessed Paul wrote, “Adam, the first human being, became a liv- 


112 


ing soul, and the last Adam, a life-giving spirit.”""* Mar Narsai wrote, “From 
the time that the earth conceived Adam, her first-born, in that [time], the 
second Adam was composed on the earth of her body.”"3 Why not find 
fault with the blessed Paul with whom the holy Mar Narsai agrees? 

Based on what on the blessed Apostle wrote, “But death reigned from 


Adam up until Moses, even over those who did not sin, in the likeness of 


111 Iam grateful to Dr. Aaron Michael Butts for his assistance identifying the following 
quotations from Narsai’s poetic corpus. 

112 1 Cor 15:45. 

113 Narsai, Metrical Homily on the Nativity (memra 4), lines 201-202 (PO go: 51 McLeod). 
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the transgression of the law by Adam, who is the likeness of him who was 
to come, that is, Christ,”""* Mar Narsai wrote, [128] “Mary is a human 
being, from the humanity of Adam’s lineage, and the child from her is like 
her in body and soul.”"'5 For if the first Adam was the likeness of the one 
who was to come, that is, the likeness of Christ, as Paul said, how can Mar 
Narsai, who said that the child of Mary is like her in body and soul, be 
found guilty? 

This is what the blessed Paul alone wrote, “For this reason it was fit- 
ting for him in all things to resemble his brothers;""® but who was tested 
in everything, except sin.”""? Mar Narsai wrote, “It was not his Existence, 
which is hidden from the universe, that Mary bore. She bore a human be- 
ing exactly like all those of its race. It was not the spiritual being [she bore], 
who is without structure, that [human] hands circumcised. It was a corpor- 
eal being that corporeal hands circumcised.”""* “If the Word humbled itself 
and became flesh, why was it necessary for the Spirit to come and to bring 
about his conception?”'? He agrees with the Apostle. 

The evangelist said, ““Iear down this temple, and in three days I will raise 
it up.’”° But he spoke about the temple of his body.”"! Mar Narsai wrote, 
“He is fully human through the completeness of his body and soul, but he 
is also God, since he became the dwelling place for divinity.”"** Behold, the 
evangelist called him the dwelling place and the one who indwells, or did 
he not? Why is the one who says the very same thing found guilty? 

The blessed Paul wrote, “Remember Jesus Christ who rose from the 
dead, he who is from the seed of David.”"} “And the Lord God will give 
to him the throne of David, his father.”"** Mar Narsai [129] wrote, “So 


114 Rom 5:14. 

115 Narsai, Metrical Homily on the Nativity (memra 4), lines 423-424 (PO 40: 62 McLeod), 
translated in this volume on p. 225. 

116 Heb 2:17. 117 Heb 4:15. 

118 Narsai, Metrical Homily on the Nativity (memra 4), lines 419-422 (PO 40: 62 McLeod), 
translated in this volume on p. 225. There is a note written in the margin: “[He was] ... 
his conception?” 

119 Narsai, Metrical Homily on the Nativity (memra 4), lines 139-140 (PO 40: 62 McLeod), 
translated in this volume on p. 221. The wording here varies slightly from McLeod’s 
edition. 

120 John 2:19. 121 John 2:21. 

122 See Narsai, Metrical Homily on the Nativity (memra 4), lines 431-432 (PO 4o: 62 
McLeod), translated in this volume on p. 225. 

123 2 Tim 2:8. 124 Luke 1:32. 125 Literally, “falsified.” 
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then he broke’*s the promise made to David, too, since Mary did not bear 
the son of David, but the Word?””* By saying “son of David” this will be 
understood as “from the seed of David.” 

The blessed Paul wrote, “The first human being, Adam, became a living 
soul, and the last Adam became a life-giving spirit.”"*7 Mar Narsai wrote, 
“Mary is the mother of the second Adam, but not of Existence. And she 
even bore him without copulation, like the land does.”"** 

The blessed Paul wrote, “In the same way that death came through a 
human being, thus also through a human being will come the resurrection 
of the dead.”"? Mar Narsai wrote: “The command that gave a sign to">° the 
earth and brought forth Adam, that same command depicted the image 
within her limbs, in the likeness of Adam.”3! Mar Narsai wrote: 


I speak of one person of the Word and the shrine that he chose for 
himself. And I confess one Son, and I proclaim two natures: the 
splendid and concealed nature of the Word, the being from his Fa- 
ther, and our nature which he assumed according to the promises 
he had made. He is perfect in his divinity, equal with his begetter; 
and he is complete also in his humanity, in both soul and body of 
mortals. There are two that came together in union, one love and 
one will: the only-begotten’?? Word that is from the Father and 
the form of a slave that he assumed. For in the mind [130] the 
splendid things are separated from the lowly ones and are under- 
stood as pertaining to the one Lord of two natures which became 
one; although I separated the natures, in my confession I have not 
made a separation between the glorious things and the lowly ones, 
for I confess one Son. It was not possible for mortals to consider 
him in his nature, and because of this he assumed a human being 


126 Narsai, Metrical Homily on the Nativity (memra 4), lines 399-400 (PO 40: 62 McLeod), 
translated in this volume on p. 224. 

127 1 Cor 15:45. 

128 Narsai, Metrical Homily on the Nativity (memra 4), lines 455-456 (PO 40: 66 McLeod), 
translated in this volume on p. 226. 

129 Rom 5:12. 

130 In Syriac, rmaz, literally, “hinted.” For Narsai as well as other Syriac authors, this is an 
important concept for understanding revelation. 

131 Narsai, Metrical Homily on the Nativity (memra 4), lines 457-458 (PO 40: 66 McLeod), 
translated in this volume on p. 227. 

132 In Syriac, ihida. 
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in order to hide his brilliance in a human being. He went to sleep 
in the ship, and they woke him up; and he arose and chided the sea, 
and he calmed it. The sleep is of mortals, and the silencing of the 
sea is of the Maker.'33 “Our friend, Lazarus, has fallen asleep”'4 
and “I am glad that I was not there.”"35 In his humanity he was not 
there; in his divinity he was there. Whose tears were those if not 
those of the body from the family of Adam? Here, the voice is that 
of the Maker who called Lazarus and he came to life. He openly 
says lowly things concerning himself when he says to his disciples, 
“IT am going to my Father and my God.”"36 Suffering and death 
belong to the one who is able to suffer, who possesses suffering in 
his nature; resurrection and life belong to the Creator who has life 
in his nature. With him from the beginning was the only-begotten 
Word of the Father; with him and in him he was dwelling, and not 
participating in lowly things."3” 


133 See Mark 4:35-q1. 134 John rr:rt. 135 John 11:15. 
136 See John 20:17. 
137 This passage remains unidentified within Narsai’s extant works. 


426 


24 


Babai the Great, On the Union 9 and 17 


Introduction and Translation by Fohn Zaleski 


INTRODUCTION 


Babai the Great (d. 628) was the most important author of his genera- 
tion in the Church of the East (also called the East Syrian or “Nestori- 
an” church), the largest Christian community in the Sasanian empire. A 
monastic reformer, hagiographer, and theologian, he championed the doc- 
trine that came to define his church’s orthodoxy — that Christ is two natures 
(kyane) and two hypostases (gnome), united in one person (parsopa). On the 
Union, selections of which are translated here, was Babai’s most thorough 
exposition of this teaching. 

The distinctive aspect of Babai’s Christology is the assertion that Christ is 
not only two natures, but also two hypostases, divine and human. This claim 
grew out of debates at the School of Nisibis where Babai studied and taught 
before his life as a monk. As East Syrian Christians, the scholars of Nisibis 
were dyophysites, affirming two natures and one person in Christ. The ques- 
tion of Christ’s “hypostases” was, however, more controversial. Some of the 
schoolmen — including the director, Hnana of Adiabene — seem to have asso- 
ciated the idea of “hypostasis” with that of “person” and so to have attributed 
one hypostasis to Christ. Others likely refused to pronounce on the number 
of hypostases. For Babai, however, a hypostasis simply represented a specific 
instantiation of a given nature. To affirm that Christ had two hypostases was 
thus to affirm the full reality of his two natures — the divine nature, present 
in the specific divine hypostasis of God the Word, and the human nature, 
present in the specific human hypostasis of Jesus. Conversely, in Babai’s view, 
to attribute only one hypostasis to Christ was to suggest that Christ had only 
one nature and so to flirt with miaphysite (“one nature”) Christology. 

East Syrians, like Babai, who insisted on two hypostases in Christ were 
likely reacting to the growing influence of miaphysite Christians in the 
Sasanian empire. A corps of these anti-miaphysite hardliners gathered at 
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the Great Monastery on Mount Izla, in what is now southeastern Turkey. 
Babai himself joined this community after his time at Nisibis, and in 604 he 
was elected abbot. Babai and his confréres embodied a coalescing East Syr- 
ian identity, tonsuring their hair to distinguish themselves from miaphysite 
monks and preaching the two-hypostasis Christology even at the Sasanian 
court. As an abbot and reformer, Babai promoted this Christology among 
the monasteries and churches of Sasanian Mesopotamia; in On the Union 
he gave it its greatest defense. 

In the first selection of On the Union given here (from chapter 9), Ba- 
bai offers a history of Christological heresy, connecting miaphysite heroes 
such as Cyril of Alexandria and Severus of Antioch to universally recog- 
nized heretics such as Arius and Apollinarius. He suggests that miaphysite 
assertions of one nature and one hypostasis in Christ entail theopaschism, 
the belief that the divine nature is susceptible to suffering and death. In 
the second selection (chapter 17), Babai clarifies the meaning of the key 
terms “nature,” “hypostasis,” and “person.” Through a series of definitions, 
arguments, and colorful analogies he explains why there is only one person 
in Christ, but two hypostases. 

The translation is based upon A. Vaschalde, Babai Magni Liber de Unione, 
CSCO 79-80, Scriptores Syri 34-35 (Paris: E Typographeo Reipublicae, 
1915), 72-80 and 159-172. 


TRANSLATION 


Chapter g: On how we should understand this worshipful union, in ac- 
cordance with the holy scriptures and the teaching of all the holy, orthodox 
fathers, who followed in the footsteps of the apostles. 

Many diverse heresies, like bitter tares, have sprouted in the middle of 
the church of Christ at the hands of wicked people who were willingly 
an instrument of Satan. They went astray, and they led many astray and 
destroyed them. They made them fall, and they estranged them from the 
truth of the true confession, not only by wretchedly blaspheming against 
the divinity, but also by uttering many blasphemies, to their own perdition, 
against the worshipful economy’ that came about for the salvation of all 
through our Lord Jesus Christ. 


1 In Syriac, mdabbrantita. Babai uses this term to refer either to God’s governance as enacted 
through the incarnate Christ or to the union of humanity and divinity in Christ that 
enacts God’s governance. 
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Indeed, some have spoken heretically in their madness, saying that the 
union [of Christ’s humanity and divinity] is natural and hypostatic, bind- 
ing and constraining, just as body and soul form the one hypostasis* of the 
human being. Or they say that although [Christ’s] body was assumed, the 
soul was not assumed — instead, God was united hypostatically to the body 
and was in the body in place of a soul, performing in the body all the things 
of the economy by the will of the Father. 

Satan brought forth the first fruits of such madness [73] through Ari- 
us, the Egyptian maniac, to whom clung that venomous snake Eunomius. 
They estranged the divinity of the Son from the Father, saying that the Son 
is created and made and not similar to the Father. They said that God con- 
strained the Son, uniting him to a body without a soul, so that he might be- 
come one nature* and one hypostasis with the body. Just as, when the Son 
was not embodied, God created everything by him as by an instrument, 
so too, after he was embodied, God renewed everything by him. Christ 
was one hypostasis, who suffered, died, and was resurrected by God, who 
created him in his divinity from nothing and formed him in his humanity 
hypostatically. The nature and hypostasis of Christ are one, and it should 
not be said that Christ is nature, nature, and hypostasis.5 

But Arius and Eunomius were destroyed by the sharpened spiritual 
swords of the 318,° and their bones were scattered at the mouth of Sheol. 
Those holy fathers showed and elucidated that the Son is not created, 
but is true God from true God, connatural with the Father and with 
the Holy Spirit. They demonstrated that God the Word assumed a full 
human being, ensouling him with a rational and intellectual soul, and 
uniting him to himself as the one Son, in one union of one Lord, Jesus 
Christ. They showed this from the scriptures, such as, “his soul was not 
abandoned in Sheol,”’ and “my soul is sorrowful,”* and “into your hands, 
I entrust my soul.” These properties belong to the soul, and not to the 
divine nature. 


2 Throughout, “hypostasis” is used to translate the Syriac gnomd. 

3 That is, some have said that God and the human body became one hypostasis. 

4 Throughout, “nature” is used to translate the Syriac kyand. 

5 That is, that Christ is two natures (a human nature and a divine nature) and one 
hypostasis. 

6 The 318 bishops who, according to widespread tradition, attended the Council of Nicaea. 

7 A combination of Acts 2:27 (quoting Ps 15[16]:10) and Acts 2:31. 

8 Matt 26:38. 

9 Luke 23:46, but Babai has substituted the word “soul” for “spirit.” 
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From this bitter root also sprouted Apollinarius of Laodicea. By the cun- 
ning error to which he held, he led many more astray than had the many 
who came before him. When he discovered the occasion of the Arian tu- 
mult, under the appearance of orthodoxy, he sowed a bitter teaching by 
multiplying heretical claims and blasphemies. Like a cunning robber, he 
heretically asserted the same thing as the followers [74] of Arius. Although 
he changed the words, his opinion was the same, namely, that [God the 
Word] assumed a body along with a soul but did not assume an intellect. 
Rather, the Word took the place of the intellect in the natural and hypo- 
static union and so suffered in the sufferings of the body. Everything that 
was performed in this economy Apollinarius attributed to God the Word 
hypostatically,'° covering up the properties of the body. 

Sometimes he spoke of a union of mixture and mingling, and sometimes 
he spoke of a body sent down from heaven. Again, he heretically claimed 
that after the resurrection human beings will eat, drink, and be given in 
marriage, and other heretical follies. But he, too, was exposed as a destruc- 
tive wolf dressed in sheep’s clothing, and he was driven out most forcefully 
by the vigilant shepherds of his time. 

These shepherds taught that God the Word assumed a body and a ra- 
tional soul, like ours. He was a complete human being, made similar to 
us in everything but sin. Just as death came about through one fully hu- 
man, the first Adam, so the revivification of the dead comes about through 
one fully human, the new, united Adam." Our Lord himself said, “Lo, my 
soul is troubled,””? and “my soul is sorrowful.” And the evangelist said, 
“He grew in stature and was filled with wisdom.” But how would a soul 
that did not possess a rational intellect have received wisdom and become 
wearied, troubled, and saddened? 

It is clear to the discerning that a union of mixture and mingling makes 
confusion, since when something is mixed, its original property's becomes 
diminished, and it gains another power and another taste.’® A mixture aris- 
es from moist and liquid parts, two things that are finite in nature, like wine 
and water. But this is alien to the infinite God, who is infinite light from 


10 That is, Apollinarius taught that the hypostasis of God the Word performed even the 
apparently human actions of Christ. 

11 See Rom 5:12-21. 12 John 12:27. 13 Matt 26:38. 14 Luke 2:40. 

15 Throughout, “property” is used to translate the Syriac dita. 

16 Babai is here responding point by point to the teachings of Apollinarius that he has just 
summarized. 
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infinite light, impassible, immutable, and ever the same. Furthermore, it is 
said and defined by the Truth that is true in every matter that in the res- 
urrection of the dead they shall neither eat [75] nor drink nor take wives 
(as in Apollinarius’s heresy).'? Finally, the prophecies testify and the truth 
of the events proves without doubt that the body [of Christ] was assumed 
from Mary, and that his race came down from the seed of the house of 
David, and he was formed by the Holy Spirit. But [Apollinarius and his 
followers], too, were driven out by the vigilant and bold shepherds with 
spiritual slings and adamantine stones, which laid low every error, and they 
perished most terribly. 

Then, however, from the root of that many-sided snake Apollinarius 
there came forth a many-headed basilisk, exhaling death, devouring and 
destroying many, and roving about all around “in search of someone to 
destroy.”"* This was Cyril the Egyptian"? — accursed be his life! — the heretic 
of heretics, father of a multitude of heresies, son of Arius, bastard of Mace- 
donius, student of Apollinarius, heir of Mani, and co-heir of Satan, who was 
clad by Satan in all his affairs. Raised in the midst of the flock of Christ, he 
became to them a wolf of the evening, a crooked snake, a venomous viper, 
who with all his heads constantly exhaled death and breathed destruction. 

At times he confessed the assumption cunningly in order to lead people 
astray, saying that our Lord assumed a full human being. But after say- 
ing and imagining that the properties of both natures were preserved, he 
turned aside and vomited forth bitterness, subjecting God to a natural, hy- 
postatic union, as had his heretic father. Cyril said that God was born hy- 
postatically*° in the flesh, suffered in the flesh, and tasted death in the flesh, 
even though he is alive and the giver of life. And he completely concealed 
all the properties of the humanity of our Lord. 

Sometimes he taught the things of Arius and sometimes the things of 
Apollinarius and at other times he was exactly like a Manichaean so that, 
taken together, he might become the resuscitator of the evils that were 
before him and the progenitor [76] of yet more. Ever since his time, many 
greatly varied types of theopaschite*' heresies have multiplied in the world, 
born from him like the offspring of vipers and a multitude of basilisks. 

Eutyches the deceiver sometimes said that, “I acknowledge two natures 
before the union. After the union, however, I acknowledge one nature and 


17 See Matt 22:30. 18 x Pet 5:8. 19 Cyril of Alexandria. 
20 Again, meaning that God and the “flesh” formed one hypostasis. 
21 In Syriac, maheshshay |-alaha, literally, heresies that “subject God to suffering.” 
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one hypostasis.”** But at other times he completely denied the assumption 
of the head of our race, heretically claiming that “God the Word became 
flesh, suffered, and died hypostatically, and by the death of God, we are 
saved.” But there also arose that venomous snake Dioscorus,”} nephew of 
Cyril the asp, who inherited both his see and his heresy. Eutyches and Dios- 
corus, along with the followers of their teaching, perished most terribly at 
the hands of him who held the see of Peter the Great, the marvelous Leo.*+ 

Then, the son of the accursed wolf appeared, he who, after having been 
driven from his land by the region’s vigilant and zealous shepherds, who are 
constantly zealous for the truth, sprang upon the flock of Mabbug in the 
land of the Romans — Philoxenos,”s a spineless stranger to the truth. He, too, 
caused myriad destructions. After he was also driven from there by the vigilant 
shepherds, he began, like a wolf of the evening, to creep insidiously through 
the monasteries toward uncultured and simple people, those not educated in 
the scriptures. He covered his heresy by insulting all the saints and uttering 
many calumnies, heretical claims, and anathemas. In all of his writings, he 
multiplied the seed of his bitter tares, which he received from the accursed 
Cyril and the wicked Eutyches, not only by increasing his calumnies, but also 
by uttering mighty curses against all who did not assent to his heresy. 

In all of this, he increased his blasphemies more than his companions 
in many ways, heretically asserting that it is not right to refer to [77] our 
Lord’s turning water into wine, multiplying the bread, healing the sick, 
driving out demons, and raising the dead as his signs and miracles. Rath- 
er, these are the signs and miracles that he performed: when he was not 
human, he became human; when he was infinite, he became finite in the 
womb of the Virgin, was born of her hypostatically, sucked milk, and was 
wrapped in swaddling clothes; and when he was impassible and immortal, 
he died, was buried, and rose again. Philoxenos also made other heretical 
claims even more evil than these. 

But he, too — accursed be his life! — was driven from place to place, and 
from region to region, as the shepherds warned their fellows, crying out 
to them through their writings, “Guard yourselves against the insidious, 


22 This remark is very close to what Eutyches said at his trial in 448: see Acts of the Home 
Synod of Constantinople, session 7, section 527, translated in this volume on p. 73. 

23 Dioscorus of Alexandria. 

24 Leo of Rome. 

25 Philoxenos of Mabbug. Babai refers to Philoxenos as a “stranger” (akseny), a pun 
especially clear in the Syriac, where what is translated as Philoxenos is in fact “Aksenaya.” 
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destructive wolf.” Everywhere he went, they prepared something to match 
him, powerful anathemas to destroy his life. 

But again, after a little while, leaders of evil arose, children of spotted 
leopards that strangle each other, the sons of Cyril, eminent in his wick- 
edness. One was Julian,” and the other Severus,’’ sons of the same father 
from two different concubines. 

Julian said it was not this mortal body from the house of Adam, which is 
passible and mortal, that our Lord assumed; rather, our Lord assumed that 
body which was before Adam sinned, when it was immortal and impassible. 
But that idiot was not able to demonstrate from where that body came, 
how it was constituted and then assumed, and whether Adam was created 
immortal. For, see, his body testifies that he died because he was created 
mortal, but his soul did not die because it is immortal in its nature. 

Indeed, the scriptures attest that the race of our Lord came down from 
the seed of David and Abraham, and that [the humanity of Christ] was as- 
sumed from the nature of Mary, who is of their race. Their line [78] comes 
down from the first Adam, as the evangelists recount, especially blessed 
Luke, who traced the genealogy of Joseph, the kinsman of blessed Mary, 
back to Adam. Both Joseph and Mary are from the seed of the house of 
David. For it was said to Mary concerning her baby that “the Lord God 
shall give him the throne of his father David,”** even though he was born 
of her without marital intercourse. Joseph, too, is from the tribe of David, 
in accordance with the admonitions of the law that the genealogies not be 
mixed. Joseph is also a son of David, as it was said to him by the angel in 
the dream, “Joseph, son of David.”*? So too Zechariah and Elizabeth, the 
parents of John, are from the same line of priests. 

‘That maniac Julian was thus smitten with error, blaspheming and utter- 
ing heresy, saying that the race of the body of our Lord is not from the first 
Adam, the one who sinned and died. But, lo, he is the one who brought 
salvation from the curse owed by his race, just as the Apostle testifies: “God 
sent his Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, so that he might condemn sin 
in his flesh.”3° And: “We do not have a high priest who is unable to suffer 
with our infirmity. Rather, he has been tempted in everything like us, save 
sin.”3' Sin, you see, is not natural, but voluntary, and because of this there 
are many who are just, but many sinners. 


26 Julian of Halicarnassus. 27 Severus of Antioch. 28 Luke 1:32. 
29 Matt 1:20. 30 Rom 8:3. 31 Heb 4:15. 
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So then, Julian was refuted, along with his disciples, who were dressed 
in the habit of righteousness like wolves. For there is no other body newly 
created by God but this from the house of Adam, such that Christ who is in 
the flesh is from Adam’s seed and of his line, according to the testimonies 
of the evangelists. 

The wicked Severus, denizen of the same lair, confounded that maniac 
Julian with strong arguments, asserting that God the Word assumed a mor- 
tal and passible body from the house of Adam. Nevertheless, even Severus 
did not turn himself away from the opinion of Cyril, that son of Nebat, 
[79] who worshiped idols and made offerings to demons, who sinned and 
made God’s Israel sin,* who increased the killing of the priests of God, like 
the son of Kish.33 Rather, Severus followed the path of his father Cyril and 
did not turn away from subjecting the divinity to suffering*+ in a natural 
and hypostatic union. Like an evil that roots out another evil and stands 
in its place, or like a scorpion that strikes and kills a snake, even while the 
snake itself is a killer — so was the foul and abominable Severus. 

He first confessed a full human nature from the house of Adam and a 
divine nature, one of the hypostases of the Trinity, but with an undestroyed 
humanity. Afterward, however, he reversed, and like squinting eyes that see 
only one thing, he, too, changed his confession. Blaspheming like Cyril, 
his father in heresy, he said that the union took place naturally and hypo- 
statically, like the union of soul and body, which suffer with each other in a 
binding manner, by the natural law, and through constraint. 

Now, then, in response to the heresy and blasphemy of this man, we 
should say: Let us suppose that the divinity and humanity are preserved 
in their natures just as the soul and body are preserved in the natural and 
hypostatic union; and that God the Word voluntarily became human and 
(according to this man’s heresy) suffered, died, and was buried (even if it 
were voluntarily that he became human in a human being in a natural un- 
ion, as these Theopaschites say). See, then, how even more than the soul is 
constrained in the body, you have constrained God in a natural union! For, 
lo, the soul is immortal. It cannot vanish nor can its life perish, according 
to the word of the Lord. But you put God to death hypostatically in a death 
in accordance with the body. 


32 This refers to Jeroboam, the son of Nebat. See 1 Kgs 12:28-33. 

33 This refers to Saul. See 1 Sam 22:17-21. 

34 In Syriac, nabeshsh l-alabita, the same terms used in the phrase theopaschite (maheshsh 
|-alaba). 
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Furthermore, it is clear to the discerning that even the soul of our Lord 
did not die. So how could his divinity have died? Therefore two parts of 
the divinity would have died, but one, which is the soul would not have 
died,35 since, in accordance with a trust that does not perish, Christ said to 
his Father, “Into your hands, I commend my soul.”3¢ [80] Indeed, “his soul 
was not abandoned to Sheol.”3? For if God died, in accordance with the 
blasphemy of these heretics (even if, as they claim, he died voluntarily), no 
matter the means, then his nature, being mortal, would have died (regard- 
less of how he died, whether by will or by the flesh). For everything that is 
not mortal in its nature does not die by any means, just as the soul does not 
die when the body dies. But if it is possible for the Son to die in his divinity, 
then both the Father and the Holy Spirit are also mortal, and it is possible 
for them, too, in some manner or other, to die. 


KKK 


[159] Chapter 17: On the difference between a hypostasis and a person,3* 
and how the person is assumed and remains, but the hypostasis is not as- 
sumed. 

“Hypostasis” is the name given to a single essence,}? which subsists in it- 
self alone, being one in number and distinct from the many. This does not 
mean that a hypostasis is a unified thing. Rather, the hypostases that are 
created, rational, and free receive various accidents — accidents of virtue or 
of evil, of knowledge or of ignorance — while the irrational hypostases re- 
ceive various accidents either through the mixture of opposites or another 
way. These accidents, as I have said, are not created or made on their own. 

A hypostasis is fixed in its naturality.4° Under the species and nature that 
belong to it, the hypostasis is included in the number of its fellow hypos- 
tases, while it is distinct from its fellow hypostases in the singular property 
that it has in its person — such as the person of Gabriel and not of Michael, 
or the person of Paul and not of Peter. Nevertheless, in each and every one 
of the hypostases, the entire, common nature is understood. The mind thus 


35 Babai perhaps means that, according to the Theopaschites, the Word and the body of 
Christ would have died, but not the soul, since the soul is immortal. 

36 Luke 23:46, but Babai has substituted the word “soul” for “spirit.” 

37 Acombination of Acts 2:27 (quoting Ps 15[16]:10) and Acts 2:31. 

38 Throughout, “person” is used to translate the Syriac parsopd. 

39 In Syriac, ‘siya, a loan word from the Greek ousia, “essence” or “substance.” 

40 In Syriac, kyandytitd, an abstract noun formed from the Syriac word for “nature” (kyand). 
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comprehends one nature that includes the hypostases in common, whether 
they are hypostases of human beings [160] or hypostases of other things. 
But a hypostasis does not include [the other hypostases] in common. 

“Person” is a property of a hypostasis, which distinguishes one hypos- 
tasis from others. Thus, the hypostasis of Paul is not that of Peter, even 
though they are equal regarding their nature and hypostasis, inasmuch as 
each of them has a body and a soul and is alive, rational, and corporeal. But 
in their person they are distinct from each other, in the individuality that 
each one of them alone possesses, whether this is manifest in their age, 
their appearance, their constitution, their wisdom, their authority, being 
a father, being a son, being male, being female, or anything else of this 
sort. Such things distinguish and reveal the singular and unique property 
of being this and not that, or that and not this, even though the two things 
are equal in nature. For the person is that which distinguishes the unique 
property that this hypostasis possesses inasmuch as it is not that hypostasis. 

‘To illustrate, let us ascend to those exalted things which our discourse 
concerns, by the power of Christ, head of living things, our God, who 
is our wise teacher. The worshipful hypostases of the eternal Trinity are 
three, equal in everything in the one praiseworthy essence, and exalted 
above all created beings. Nevertheless, if you seek to distinguish them 
from each other in your mind, you can only do so by the property of their 
persons. The name “Father” is the person of his unbegotten hypostasis. 
The Son is eternally born from him and distinguished by the person of 
his hypostasis, namely, that he is neither the Father nor the Holy Spirit, 
but that he was born from the Father pre-eternally. So too we distinguish 
the hypostasis of the Holy Spirit by the proper and unique person that the 
Holy Spirit possesses eternally from the Father. For the Holy Spirit is of 
the Father’s nature by way of procession, but he is neither the Father nor 
the Son. 

Therefore, these [three hypostases of the Trinity] are distinct in the per- 
sons that they have in their properties, and these worshipful persons [161] 
are given to others and assumed by others. But the hypostases are neither 
given nor assumed. ‘That is, a hypostasis cannot be assumed and become 
one hypostasis with another hypostasis. This is impossible. Rather, that is 
assumed which belongs to the hypostasis in a fixed manner, by which it is 
distinguished from another hypostasis as being the hypostasis of the Father 
and not the Son, or the hypostasis of the Son and not the Holy Spirit. 
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‘These names, therefore, are on account of the persons, but the hypostases 
are neither given nor assumed. The hypostasis only shows that this is not 
that. It is like when two human beings are approaching from afar: we know 
that they are two hypostases, but we do not yet know who this one or that 
one is. For the hypostasis does not reveal the property of the hypostasis in 
the way that the person does. 

Rightfully, the fatherhood of the Father is eternal. But the name “father” 
is also given to others by way of assumption, even though it does not apply 
to them permanently. Moreover, fatherhood exists in two distinct ways in 
created things: naturally, in the case of a natural child, as well as by way of 
studying, teaching, and grace. For this reason, Paul says, “In Jesus Christ, 
I gave birth to you in the gospel.”4* Such things are mutable; indeed, it 
belongs to their nature that they shall cease. But it does not belong to the 
fatherhood of the Father to change or cease. 

Similarly, the natural sonship of the Son is immutable, since the Son has 
this sonship eternally and without change. Just as it does not belong to the 
fatherhood of the Father to have been first the Son and then the Father, 
but rather he is eternally the Father, so too it does not belong to the son- 
ship of the Son to be the Father. Rather, he is eternally the Son, just as the 
Father and the Holy Spirit are the Father and the Holy Spirit eternally, 
unto the ages. 

The case is the same regarding the Holy Spirit. Although many things 
are named by the name of the Holy Spirit, it is by grace that the appellation 
and names of the Holy Spirit are given to others. [162] Blessed Paul thus 
says, “I pray in my spirit,’# “I am with you in spirit,”# “they are spirits of 
ministry,’++ and “you are taking up” < ... >45 the assumption of the person 
also by participation and name. 

Even the divinity of Christ assumed the name of his humanity: “When 
you see the Son of Man ascending to the place he was before.”#° From the 
person of unity,4’ the things belonging to the divinity and the things be- 
longing to the humanity are given to and assumed from each other. That 
which belongs to the divinity remains fixed, while that which belongs to 
the humanity is assumed and united, but also that which belongs to the hu- 
manity remains fixed, while that which belongs to the divinity is assumed 


41 1 Cor 4:15. 42 1 Cor 14:15. 43 Col 2:5. 44 Heb 1:14. 

45 Here there is a lacuna in the surviving text. 46 John 6:62. 

47 In Syriac, parsopa d-hadytita. Vhis is Babai’s term for the one person of Christ, which 
unites the natures and hypostases of humanity and divinity. 
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and united. But the person common to both the hidden and the revealed** 
is one. “They spit on his person.”49 And “no human being will see my per- 
son and live.”5° 

Let us consider, as similar to this, the natural, hypostatic union [of body 
and soul], as was shown earlier,*" in order to show how, due to the person 
of the individual parts that are in the union, the parts of the human being 
give to and assume from one another, while both parts are referred to by 
the common person. 

It is said about blessed Joseph, “His soul entered in irons.”>* Yet his soul 
was not bound in captivity. And, “I did not reveal it to flesh and blood.” 
But, you see, the revelation that comes by way of knowledge is not received 
by flesh and blood on their own. Similarly, from the common person of his 
hypostasis, a human being says “I am sad,” “I am distressed,”5+ “I think,” 
“T understand,” “I know,” “I am cold,” “I am tonsured,” “I have washed 
myself,” “I am good,” “so and so died,” “so and so was killed,” “so and so 
was healed,” and other things similar to these. We speak this way even 
though we know that some of these statements apply to the soul by way 
of assumption, and others apply to the soul naturally, while some apply to 
the body by way of assumption, and others [163] apply to the body natu- 
rally — not by separation of the body and soul, but in the union of the one 
human being. Even if, in this case, the union of body and soul is natural, 
hypostatic, bound, and passible, so too, in this union of person and will, 
which is unbound and impassible, the two natures are given and assumed — 
from God to human being and from human being to God — in this one 
person [of Christ]. 

Just as the natures are united in one person, so too their names are unit- 
ed in one appellation, since the appellation belongs to the one person. 
They are separated neither in nature, nor in power, nor in authority, nor in 
honor, nor in lordship, nor in worship, in this union of the one person of 


48 That is, the divinity and the humanity. 49 Matt 26:67. 50 Exod 33:20. 

51 At several points in On the Union, Babai appeals to the analogy of the soul’s union with 
the body (e.g. p. 67/54) in order to illustrate the union of Christ’s humanity and divinity. 
At the same time, however, Babai attacks miaphysite uses of this analogy. He attributed 
the misuse of the soul-body analogy especially to Severus of Antioch and wrote a 
separate tract refuting the use of the soul-body analogy to argue that Christ is one 
hypostasis. This text was published by Vaschalde as an appendix to On the Union. 

52 Ps roq4(105):18. 53 Gal 1:16. 

54 Reading ‘yiq rather than the visually similar ‘bg. Vaschalde’s edition gives the unattested 
word ‘bg; however, his Latin translation (affligor) appears to reflect ‘yi. 
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Christ, which lies in the conjunction® of the divinity and the humanity. But 
the natures are preserved individually and unconfusedly** forever. 

Nevertheless, this one person is common to the two individual hy- 
postases, that is, the hypostasis of God the Word and the hypostasis of his 
temple (but not a hypostasis of the whole Trinity), inasmuch as the nature, 
will, power, authority, and lordship are one. For God the Word is said to 
“have become flesh.”57 And, “God sent his Son in the likeness of flesh.”5* 
And, “the form of God,” that is, God the Word, one of the hypostases of 
the Trinity, “assumed the form of a slave,”5? one of the hypostases of human 
beings, the human being Jesus Christ. 

But regarding the nature, [God the Word] did not assume to his person 
the whole nature of human beings. Nor, regarding the hypostases, were all 
the hypostases of human beings assumed, even though it is impossible for 
a nature to be without a hypostasis and so to be included simply under the 
common nature. But if the humanity of our Lord was united with regard to 
the nature, and not only with regard to the hypostasis (which is the temple 
united to the divinity, justified, raised up and worshiped through him), then 
he is worshiped in his divinity in one worship, [164] God in his temple. It 
is God’s temple because God the Word dwells in it by way of union. If this 
were not the case, why would blessed Paul have said, “It does not say, “To 
your offsprings,’ as to many, but ‘to your offspring’ as to one, which is the 
Christ?”® 

Therefore, those who assert two natures in Christ, without also conjoin- 
ing two hypostases in the one person, diminish the right confession of this 
worshipful economy. For the person is common to God the Word and to 
his temple, which is the second human being, one of the hypostases of hu- 
man beings. That which is united is God the Word, one of the hypostases 
of the Trinity, united in one sonship, in one conjunction of both natures in 
their hypostases. For not all the hypostases of human beings are, together 
with God the Word, the one only-begotten Son. And neither the Father 
nor the Holy Spirit are personally named, together with our humanity, 
human and Son of Man. But such names apply to God the Word, together 


55 Throughout “conjunction” is used to translate the Syriac ngipiita, and “conjoining” to 
translate the active participial form of this word. 

56 In Syriac, d-/a biilbal. The phrase used by Babai appears to echo that used in the 
definition of the Council of Chalcedon, which declared that Christ should be 
acknowledged in two natures “unconfusedly” (in Greek, asynchutos; in Syriac, d-/a bilbla). 

57 John 1:14. 58 Rom 8:3. 59 Phil 2:6-7. 60 Gal 3:16. 
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with his temple, in one union and in one common person. The names of 
each are given to and assumed from the other. 

The fathers called this union of the person “natural” and “hypostatic,” 
because we say that the natures in their hypostases — and not natures with- 
out hypostases — are known in this one person of Christ, the Son of God. 
See! The name “Christ” and the name “Son” come from the union, and 
they thus reveal two natures and two hypostases in one person, because the 
natures are known in the hypostases in which they subsist, as we said above. 

Even if Your Love” did not command us to do so, let us take a small 
demonstration from nature to show how the person is given and assumed, 
while remaining fixed in its prototype,” whereas the hypostasis is not given 
or assumed. 

‘Take a piece of natural gold and engrave on it the image of the king with 
his complete figure and appearance, as well as the regnal name that he 
took. [165] Let this serve as an example in place of the divinity of the Son, 
that is, the hypostasis of God the Word. Now take another piece of wax or 
of clay. Make it round and the proper size, bring it near the gold piece, and 
imprint on it that royal image that was on the piece of gold. 

You will see that the clay assumes the entire likeness of that royal image 
that was engraved in a fixed manner in the gold. It does so in everything be- 
longing to the gold save for the gold’s nature, since it is not possible for the 
clay to assume this to itself. At the same time, the image that is on the gold 
does not suffer any loss. Similarly, nothing of the gold’s nature is added to 
the quantity of the nature of the clay. But the clay acquires something per- 
sonally,®3 which it did not have in its nature, namely, the magnificent image 
of the king with his glory, honor, and all the things pertaining to him. 

From this fitting example in a precise likeness, I invite you to under- 
stand how the one person of the king is in the two hypostases of gold and 
clay. The image and person in all its beauty belongs properly and in a fixed 
manner to the hypostasis of gold, but it belongs by way of assumption and 
even personally to the hypostasis of clay, as well. Therefore, if you want to 
see the image of the king, which naturally, fixedly, and properly belongs to 
and lies in the gold, then look, you can see it in the hypostasis of the clay 
personally and by way of assumption. 


61 This refers to the addressee of the text. 

62 In Syriac, tapnka. 

63 In Syriac, parsopa’it, the adverbial form of parsopa. That is, the clay acquires something in 
its person that it lacks in its nature. 
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Here, I invite you to understand this example as an illustration of this 
worshipful, wondrous, and ineffable union, the assumption of the person 
united as one. For in this conjunction, God the Word gives to his human- 
ity, by way of participation, his lordship, name, honor, authority, worship, 
and all the exalted and ineffable things that he has in his nature, save for his 
nature itself and his hypostasis, which can be neither given [166] nor as- 
sumed. Therefore, the person of sonship, lordship, and all the rest of these 
things, is one, belonging to God the Word properly, fixedly, and naturally, 
and to his humanity by means of assumption, union, and participation. All 
the things of his divinity are seen in the humanity through the actions that 
occur in the one union. This is not, however, by separation; let no one for- 
get the prior discussion of the fire in the bush, the fire on the iron,*# and 
the soul in the body. Nevertheless, the union [of humanity and divinity] is 
not finite, constraining, natural, or hypostatic, but voluntary and personal. 

‘This is an example, since we do not possess a precise likeness to show 
the manner of this worshipful union. For if we had a likeness, why would 
we be forced to provide an example? For there is no need to show how a 
person lives in a house, or how his coat is worn, since these things are seen 
and known and not in need of an example. 

But we have learned, believed, and accepted that there was a union of 
both natures, that is, of course, of both hypostases — of the form of God and 
the form of a slave, of the temple and of the one who dwells in it — in this 
conjunction of the divinity and humanity of Christ in one person of son- 
ship, and in one name, one power, and one worship, while both the divinity 
and the humanity are preserved unconfusedly in the properties of their hy- 
postases. Indeed, they have true life who keep the commands of the Lord® 
with a right confession. Yet the manner is unsearchable and ineffable: how 
the infinite is in the finite and the eternal with the temporal, and how that 
which no one sees or can behold, and which lives in magnificent light that 
no one can approach,” comes to this wondrous condescension, to be one 
Son, in this one-of-a-kind conjunction and union with his humanity — a 
humanity that is passible, created, and made, but which the divinity exalts 
and assumes [167] to his person, so that the humanity may be honored, 
worshiped, and glorified with him and have all the things of the divinity, 


64 These are references to earlier chapters in On the Union. For the fire and the bush see 
pp- 57/46, 64/52, 85/79, 128/103. For the fire and iron see pp. 62/50-63/51, 157/127. 
65 See Matt 19:17. 66 See 1 Tim 6:16. 
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save for his nature. Who knows this as it is? How can this be said as it is — 
this ineffable marvel, this unsearchable wonder — that the human being, 
together with God the Word, is one Son, only-begotten of God, in one 
person. Indeed, this mystery is incomprehensible and ineffable. 

Because of this, blessed Paul says in wonder, “Truly great is this mystery 
of righteousness, and the riches of Christ are unsearchable.”*” For these 
true riches are unsearchable, which the humanity of the Son obtains in this 
union, which is one Son with God the Word in one honor and worship for- 
ever. “In him dwelled all the fullness of the divinity in a bodily manner.”® 
And, “in him are hidden all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge.” 

Because of this, the scriptures declare, and the fathers illuminate and 
call this union by many names: temple, garment, conjunction, dwelling, 
and union. Similarly, we shall show these things, as well, by the power of 
Christ, by means of these aforementioned names. So, Christ is assumed 
and assumer, likeness in likeness, God the Word in his temple, garment 
and the one clothed in it, the one who is revealed in the one in whom he is 
revealed, the one who has descended in the one in whom he has descend- 
ed, the one who is perfected and the one in whom lies his perfection, the 
one who is exalted and the one who exalts him at his right hand, the one 
who is humbled and made lesser than the angels and the one who places 
upon his head the glory of the righteous judgment, in order that together 
they might show that both natures are preserved in their hypostases in this 
union of the one person of Christ, the Son of God forever. 

Let us take [168] another type of example from nature, by the power of 
Christ, who gives wisdom to our childishness. The humanity of our Lord 
personally assumed the things of the divinity — the name of sonship (as we 
have said), honor, worship, and all the things of the divinity save for its na- 
ture. As it is said, “he is the likeness of the invisible God.””° Similarly, God 
the Word, who is in him by way of union, assumed the names of humanity, 
that he might be called by these names in the union. Since he was con- 
sidered human due to his union with and his dwelling in his united temple, 
while his ineffable glory was not revealed, he was called human and Son of 
Man, Jesus. 

These things belong naturally to his humanity, but in the assumption of 
the person they also belong to his divinity by way of union. Since this is the 


67 A paraphrase of Rom 11:33, with influence from Eph 3:8. 68 Col 2:9. 
69 Col 2:3. 70 Col 1:15. 
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case, it is right for us to show how the person of humanity was assumed, 
by way of union, by the divinity that was in him, but the human hypostasis 
was not assumed. As blessed Paul says, “the form of God assumed the form 
of a slave.”7! 

Here, therefore, I invite you to take a polished mirror, beautiful in its 
splendor, as an example and likeness to represent God, whose greatness 
is ineffable and who is exalted above impression, figure, every form, and 
all the likenesses that are found in created beings. God, who is like you??? 
He is light from light. But in the light there is no figure, image, or form, 
because it is light, just as corporeal forms are also absent in that life that is 
incorporeal. 

‘Take, then, this mirror, which is polished, purified, and resplendent all 
the way around, as a representation of the divine hypostasis, that is, God 
the Word, since in its nature the mirror is free, polished, lucid, and cleansed 
of likeness, impression, and every form. 

In your mind, bring a human hypostasis close to this mirror. You will see 
that the mirror assumes [169] personally the entire appearance, image, and 
form of the person which the hypostasis of the human being (which is his 
person) has fixed in its nature. Yet the hypostasis of the human being is not 
assumed along with his person. Rather, the hypostasis is preserved fixed 
in its nature. Moreover, by the distinct and proper person which lies in it, 
the hypostasis is distinguished from other hypostases in its uniqueness, by 
means of being itself — for example, by being the hypostasis of Paul and not 
the hypostasis of Peter, even though, in their hypostases, they are equal in 
nature. For the person of the human being is in the human being in a fixed 
manner but is also entirely in the mirror by way of assumption. 

Here, too, you can see a wonderful and fitting likeness: how the splen- 
dor and brilliance of the mirror are concealed within the vision, figure, and 
appearance of the human person that the mirror assumes. Yet nothing is 
added to the nature of the mirror from the person that it assumes. Similar- 
ly, the person that is fixed in the human being that is assumed loses nothing 
of its nature or its hypostasis. Rather, the person is united with and shares 
in the mirror, in order that it obtain in a fixed manner the beauty, splendor, 
and roundness of the mirror, in the one person of them both. 

Ifyou wish to look at the mirror, you will see assumed upon it the appear- 
ance, image, and person of the human being, just as the divinity assumed 


71 Phil 2:6-7. 72 See Ps 88(89):9. 
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the likeness of the humanity by means of the union. And if you wish to see 
the hypostasis and person of the human being, you can see it in the human 
being in a fixed and natural manner, but in the mirror personally and by 
way of assumption. 

The person is one in both natures, the mirror and the human being, just 
as the royal image is one in both natures of gold and clay — one person, just 
as we said above. The person of the king remains fixed in the gold, just as 
sonship and lordship belong to God the Word naturally. But the person of 
the king is in the hypostasis of the clay personally and by way of assump- 
tion, just as the humanity [of Christ] assumes the name more excellent than 
[170] other names, the sonship and lordship in the rank of divinity, in the 
union of one person, Jesus Christ, the Son of God forever. 

Again, to put it another way, by another likeness from nature: Without 
the soul’s union with the body, the soul is not known to corporeal entities 
in the property of its nature. So too the soul’s operations and types of wis- 
dom do not come to the senses except through its union with the body. 
Through the body, the soul learns in accordance with its nature, since it 
was created to learn through the body, and the limbs and organs of each 
subsist, feel, and act in the other. As we showed above, this union is natural, 
constraining, and binding. 

Nevertheless, as we said above, in other chapters, this worshipful union 
[of Christ’s divinity and humanity] is voluntary and personal, the infinite 
in the finite. Yet this example serves as a likeness, in accordance with the 
teaching of the fathers. Just as the soul reveals its operation in the body, 
and without it, it does not reveal its property (and the human is called one 
animal, even though animal pertains to the soul), so too in this worshipful 
economy of the union that was from within the womb and forever, God 
the Word is called Son not separately from, but in union with his humanity. 

Similarly, the hypostasis of the divinity of Christ was not known to cre- 
ated beings, because the Son is eternal in his divinity, which was generated 
eternally from the Father, and same-in-substance with the Holy Spirit, in 
a hypostasis similar to him and similar to the hypostasis of the Father (and 
their nature is one, and the power, worship, lordship, will, and authority 
are one) — not known to created beings save through the worshipful econ- 
omy that lay in the union of the one person of Christ, the Son of God 
(as it is said, “In him dwelt all the fullness,”73 and “in him were hidden all 


73 Col 2:9. 
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the treasures of wisdom and knowledge,”’+ [171] and “this is the fullness, 
which fills everything in everything”). Therefore, one is the power, one is 
the lordship, and one is the name of the divinity of Christ in the one con- 
junction of the assumer and the assumed. 

God the Word does not have two natural persons in his nature, as if 
there were two sons, just as the human is not called two animals. It is im- 
possible for one hypostasis to have two persons in its nature, as the folly of 
the heretics would have it. Yes, it has been demonstrated that two hypos- 
tases can have one person. But it is impossible for two natural persons and 
hypostases to become one natural hypostasis — impossible that the hypos- 
tasis of God the Word, with his person, become one hypostasis with the 
hypostasis of the human being and his person. Nevertheless, the divinity is 
three hypostases in one nature. So too many human beings belong to one 
nature. Moreover, Christ is two natures and two hypostases in the one per- 
son of the economy. This has been demonstrated to be true. 

For the one who assumes and the one who is assumed do not have son- 
ship separately, since in this case they would be two sons. Rather, the hu- 
manity of the Son, together with God the Word, is the eternal Son, which 
exalts and assumes the person of the humanity. With him, [the eternal Son] 
has conjunction and participation in one union in one name of sonship, 
in one worship and authority, together with the ununited Father and the 
ununited Holy Spirit forever. 

But they are not two sons, just as the Son of Man is not two in two per- 
sons — on the one hand, he who is called Son of Man on account of the un- 
ion but in the eternity of his nature was in heaven, and, on the other hand, 
he who is from the seed of David and Abraham, who was handed over to 
the nations, whom they mocked and crucified, who died in weakness and 
rose in the power of the God who was in him (as it is said, “they hand over 
the Son of Man,” and “Destroy this temple, [172] and in three days I 
myself will raise it up”??). But the person of Christ the Son of God is one 
in his divinity and in his humanity. This is the one person, Son of the Most 
High, Lord, Jesus, Only-Begotten, Firstborn, Son of Man, Christ. In this 
one person, which is one Christ, the Son of God, two natures are known, 
along with their names, in the properties of their hypostases. Although they 
are distinct, they are united unconfusedly, and although they are united 


74 Col 2:3. 75 Eph 1:23. 76 Matt 20:18. 77 John 2:19. 
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unconfusedly, they are distinct in their properties, in this union of the one 
person of Christ, the Son of God forever. 

Once again, we have lengthened our discourse due to the polemics of 
others. In short, ever since the union, the divinity without the humanity 
is not the Son, and the humanity without the divinity is not a separate 
mere human being, ununited, called Christ. Rather, in this one person, 
each gives to and assumes from the other, and this becomes that, and that 
becomes this personally, while this and that remain in their hypostases, in 
this worshipful union of the one person of Christ, the Son of God. 

Therefore, if you call him Son, that is this one person, and if you call 
him human, it is he, and if you call him Firstborn, it is he, and if you call 
him Only-Begotten, it is he, and if you call him Lord of Glory, it is he, and 
if you call him Son of David and of Abraham, it is he, and if you call him 
Son of the Most High, it is he. Nevertheless, this is not through each one 
separately; rather, taken together, as it were, he is Jesus Christ, Son of God, 
yesterday, today, and forever.”* To him, to his Father, and to the Holy Spirit 
be glory, honor, and worship, for ever and ever. Amen. 


78 See Heb 13:8. 
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Introduction and Translation by Andrew Radde-Gallwitz 


INTRODUCTION 


If Christ exists in two natures, as the Council of Chalcedon proclaims, does 
it follow that he performed distinct classes of activities, human and divine? 
If you say yes, you are a “dyoenergist” (from the Greek dyo energeiai, “two 
activities”); if you insist that Christ performed activities of only one class, 
and thus answer in the negative, you are a “monoenergist” (from the Greek 
for “one activity”). The dyoenergist position was defended in memorable 
fashion in the Synodical Letter of Sophronius of Jerusalem from the year 
634. Io understand this letter, as well as several documents that follow in 
this volume, we must set the historical context and map some difficult con- 
ceptual terrain. 

Born in 550, Sophronius pursued oratorical training and eventually 
adopted a monastic lifestyle. In 634 he was elected patriarch of Jerusalem 
and, following a custom, he dispatched a statement of faith to his peer and 
fellow Chalcedonian Sergius, the patriarch of Constantinople. This docu- 
ment, known as the Synodical Letter, contributed to a rift among leading 
Chalcedonians. While Sophronius ostensibly is aiming to cultivate Sergi- 
us’s sympathies, in fact his Synodical Letter represents a reaction against the 
religious policy of Emperor Heraclius that was engineered by Sergius, who 
had crowned him in 610. 

Driven by a desire for reconciliation with Egyptian and Syrian mia- 
physites, Heraclius and Sergius proposed a monoenergist interpretation 
of Chalcedon. On this view, the hypostatic union is so profound that one 
cannot distinguish Christ’s uniquely human acts from the divine ones. 
In 630 Heraclius imposed a Chalcedonian named Cyrus as patriarch of 
Alexandria. In June 633 Cyrus successfully reconciled Chalcedonian and 
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non-Chalcedonian factions in Alexandria through mutual agreement to a 
statement of faith, known as the Plerophoria or Pact of Union, that included 
an anathema on anyone who denied that the incarnate Christ performed 
“one god-manly activity,” a phrase it ascribes to Dionysius the Areopagite.' 
Sophronius, then a monk in Jerusalem and not yet elevated to the holy 
city’s patriarchal office, objected to making monoenergism an article of 
faith. In a letter to Cyrus, Sergius shortened the phrase to “one activity,” 
thereby decoupling it from the Dionysian text and generalizing the point. 
Various documents from Sergius, Cyrus of Alexandria, and Honorius of 
Rome attest to a short-lived union procured by the monoenergist formula.’ 
Yet Sergius was more concerned with unity than with this formula in par- 
ticular. Later the same year he issued a decree forbidding the teaching of 
either one or two activities, known as the Pséphos. This prohibition would 
be reiterated in the Ekthesis of 638, which was written by Sergius and issued 
in the name of Heraclius around the time of Sophronius’s death.3 In both 
texts Sergius rejects dyoenergism not only on the grounds that it is novel 
and scandalous, but also because to him saying that Christ had two activ- 
ities implies that he had two wills that could be opposed to one another. 
This extension opens a new debate over whether Christ had only one will 
or two — “monothelitism” and “dyothelitism,” respectively, labels derived 
from the Greek for “will,” theléma. 

Sophronius shows no awareness of the issue of Christ’s will(s) in the 
Synodical Letter of 634. His concern is with the question of Christ’s ac- 
tivities.t Sophronius does not explicitly say that there are two activities in 
Christ (and thus he does not violate the imperial prohibition), but he does 
speak of Christ’s activities in the plural. His justification for doing so is that 
the Chalcedonian teaching of the permanent and unconfused difference 
between the two natures entails a corresponding difference in activities, 
even though Christ is a single hypostasis who engages in activities of both 


H 


Pact of Union, chapter 7 (ACO? 2.2: 598, 21 Riedinger): ia theandriké energeia. In the 
Synodical Letter Sophronius notes that Cyrus’s monoenergist formula actually misquoted 
the Dionysian phrase “new god-manly activity” (kainé theandriké energeia); see ps.- 
Dionysius, Fourth Letter (PTS 67: 161, 9 Heil/Ritter), translated in this volume on 

PP- T91—193- 

Nine of the documents are collected as “The Monoenergist Dossier” in Pauline Allen, 
Sophronius of Jerusalem and Seventh-Century Heresy: The Synodical Letter and Other 
Documents (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), 160-217. 

3 The Ekthesis of Emperor Heraclius is translated in this volume on pp. 466-471. 

4 See Allen, Sophronius of Jerusalem, 25-34, for further historical details. 
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classes.5 The term “activity” (energeia) in Sophronius’s usage is broad, de- 
noting both things we might expect, such as walking, and others we might 
not expect, like being born or feeling hunger. It includes what we might call 
both actions and experiences. For Sophronius, something’s activities follow 
its nature, so an activity is something one causes to happen or one under- 
goes in virtue of being the kind of thing one is. All Chalcedonians agreed 
that Christ existed in two natures, so there are two kinds that Christ exem- 
plifies. Accordingly, Christ’s walking, his birth from Mary, and his creation 
of the world count as activities of his two natures. His being flogged and 
crucified are likewise activities in the sense that he voluntarily chose to suf- 
fer in his human body in these ways. Sophronius denies that any of Christ’s 
acts are performed from one of his natures in utter separation from the 
other nature; otherwise, his account would violate Chalcedon’s injunction 
on separating the natures. Yet, unlike the monoenergists, for Sophronius 
some of Christ’s activities are explained by his human nature rather than 
his divine nature: in virtue of being human, Christ was born and walked 
around. Other activities are attributable solely to his divine nature. For 
Sophronius, as for Maximus the Confessor after him, activities and wills 
inhere in natures rather than in hypostases, as Sergius maintained. In addi- 
tion to acts that can be parsed along the lines of the distinction of natures, 
there are others, such as Christ’s miraculous signs, which simultaneously 
exhibit both divine and human characteristics. Sophronius assumes that 
acts of this third kind are the subject of the pregnant phrase from pseu- 
do-Dionysius’s Fourth Letter about Christ’s “new god-manly activity” (see 
section 3.16 below). Apparently Sophronius holds that god-manly actions 
do not violate Chalcedonian principles, since they are neither mixtures of 
divine and human properties nor separately divine or human. Instead, they 
are composites: both divine and human acts, but not explained naturally by 
either nature. Accordingly, Sophronius rejects the monoenergists’ misquo- 
tation of the phrase as “one god-manly activity,” which through a creative 
misreading tips the balance unjustly in favor of monoenergism. 


5 The participants in the seventh-century debate speak simply of Christ as having “one 
activity” or “two activities,” rather than one or two classes of activities. However, the 
seventh-century labels do not mean, respectively, that Christ accomplished one thing or 
two things in his earthly life. Rather, the two phrases refer respectively to the affirmative 
position, “all of Christ’s activities were uniform,” and its negation; hence, it might be 
better to think of the debate as being over the existence in Christ’s life of one or more 
general classes of activities. Christ’s human activity is a class encompassing many types (e.g. 
speaking, walking, eating, and so forth). 
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Sophronius’s rather inchoate dyoenergist position that Christ exhibited 
two corresponding types of natural activities in this wide sense would be 
adopted and developed further into an explicitly dyoenergist position by 
his pupil, Maximus the Confessor, who also promoted dyothelitism, the 
sibling view to dyoenergism.° Both dyoenergism and dyothelitism would 
be endorsed at the Western Lateran Synod of 649,’ and gain acceptance at 
the third Council of Constantinople in 680-681, which is honored in later 
Latin and Byzantine traditions as the sixth ecumenical council.® At that 
council the Synodical Letter was read with approbation; indeed, the acts of 
that council provide the source of the text as translated here (though other 
recensions exist). 

The Synodical Letter can be divided into six parts: (1) Introduction, (2) 
Trinitarian Profession, (3) Christological Profession, (4) Profession of 
Faith in Creation, (5) List of Councils, (6) Anathemas, and (7) Conclusion. 
Our translation presents part of the Introduction and the entirety of the 
Christological Profession. We can mention briefly some notable features in 
the other parts, which are omitted from the translation here. The Trinitar- 
ian Profession contains a response to the sixth-century tritheism of Peter 
of Callinicum and John Philoponus. The section on creation, which is a 
somewhat novel topic for such statements of belief, is strongly anti-Orig- 
enist, in keeping with the emperor Justinian’s condemnations in 553. The 
list of anathemas is surprisingly copious, functioning almost as a complete 
catalogue of those whom Sophronius regards as heresiarchs from Simon 
Magus down to seventh-century anti-Chalcedonian bishops. The Conclu- 
sion mentions the Arab conquests and prays for Heraclius’s success against 
these and other barbarians; according to Sophronius, the success of the 
“Saracens” (his name for Arabs) is due to the sins of Christians. 

This translation is based on the Greek text in Pauline Allen, Sophroni- 
us of ferusalem and Seventh-Century Heresy: The Synodical Letter and Oth- 
er Documents, Oxford Early Christian Texts (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 2009), 66, 70-72, and 84-118 (Greek on the even-numbered pages, 
with Allen’s English translation on the facing pages). Allen substantially 
reproduces the critical edition of Rudolf Riedinger, Concilium Universale 


6 Several writings of Maximus on this topic are translated in this volume on pp. 472-517. 
7 Selections from Acts of the Lateran Synod are translated in this volume on pp. 521-549. 
8 Selections from Acts of the Third Council of Constantinople are translated in this volume on 


pp- 550-616. 
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Constantinopolitanum Tertium, ACO? 2.1 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1990), 410- 
494. We adopt here the section and paragraph numbering of Allen, but also 
include the pagination of Riedinger’s edition. 


TRANSLATION 


[410] To the most holy master in all things and most blessed brother and 
fellow minister, Sergius, archbishop and patriarch of Constantinople, So- 
phronius, useless slave? of the holy city of Christ our God. 

1, 6. [416] An apostolic and ancient tradition prevails in the holy church- 
es of God throughout the whole world, according to which those brought 
into sacred office present to those who have administered sacred offices be- 
fore them without adornment all that pertains to how they think and how 
they maintain the faith, which the most wise Paul handed on to them with 
all assurance, lest they “run™ the course in vain,”™ for their entire course 
becomes vain if the faith is violated in any particular. Indeed, that oracu- 
lar man — who had heard God’s words and possessed heaven itself for his 
school and became a premature beholder of paradise and learned “words 
ineffable” to other human beings — was ridden with anxiety and trembling 
and, as he himself says, he was utterly afraid lest “after he had preached to 
others” the saving message of Christ, he himself “might be found a fraud.” 
And so the heavenly disciple of Christ “went up to Jerusalem”" and sub- 
mitted himself to those who were divine disciples before him. He informed 
those who seemed preeminent above others of the evangelical instruction 
he was preaching and made them sharers in the doctrine, securing his own 
safety and becoming an excellent model of salvation to all those after him 
who accept his teachings and wish to follow in his footsteps. And so, in 
service to this custom and considering all that was fittingly done by the 
ancients to be a most lovely law, especially when it is confirmed by apostol- 
ic practice, we too are writing what we hold concerning the faith and are 
sending it for review to you who are wise in godly matters, lest we seem to 
be “moving the age-old boundaries that our fathers set in place.”"s We are 
sending it to you who not only know how to discern legitimate doctrines 
from counterfeit ones but are also strong and able, on account of perfect 
charity in Christ, to “fill in” with precision “what is lacking.”’* [418] So 


9 See Luke 17:10. 10 Reading trechoien instead of the edition’s teuchoien for sense. 
rr Gal 2:2. 12 2 Cor 12:4. 13 1 Cor 9:27. 14 Gal 1:18. 15 Prov 22:28. 
16 2 Cor 2:19. 
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then, I am setting out to speak of those matters which from the beginning I 
who was born and raised in the holy and catholic church have learned and 
have accepted as the way to think since childhood and have heard you, who 
are divinely inspired, preach.’” 


3, 1. [430] I also, Most Holy One, believe concerning this [Trinity] that 
God the Word, the only-begotten Son of the Father, having before all ages 
and times been begotten impassibly by the same God and Father and hav- 
ing taken pity and benevolent mercy on our human fall, by his purposive 
will'’ and by the intention” of God who fathered him and by the Spirit’s 
divine consent, and without being separated from the one who had begot- 
ten him, came down to us lowly ones.?° For just as he is of the same will”? 
with the Father and the Spirit, so too is he of infinite substance. In no way 
admitting circumscription of nature or, as befits us, locomotion, and by 
nature knowing how to enact the divine activity, and entering into a womb 
without experience of marriage and radiant with the integrity of virginity — 
namely, that of Mary, who is holy, bright, of godly mind, and free of every 
stain in body, soul, and mind — the fleshless one becomes flesh; the one who 
in the divine substance is formless as far as shape and appearance are con- 
cerned receives our form; [432] the unembodied one receives a body like 
ours; the one recognized as always God becomes a human being in truth; 
and the one in the bosom of the eternal Father’? is revealed in his mother’s 
belly; the timeless one receives a temporal starting-point. Not in an illusory 
manner does he become all these things, as the Manichaean and Valentin- 
ian lunatics think; no, it is in truth and in fact that he by the Father’s will? 
and his own emptied himself wholly*+ and assumed our lump,’5 I mean flesh 
same-in-substance with ours and a rational soul of the same stock as our 


17 Here section 2 is omitted from the translation, which contains Sophronius’s Confession 
of Trinitarian Faith. 

18 In Greek, hekousi6 thelemati. 19 In Greek, boulesei. 

20 Throughout the Christological Profession Sophronius evokes the language of the 
Chalcedonian Definition and often expands upon it in Neo-Chalcedonian terms. 

21 In Greek, te autes boule. 22 See John 1:18. 23 In Greek, thelémati. 

24 See Phil 2:7. 

25 In Greek, phyrama. See Rom 9:21. Beginning with such fourth-century authors as Basil 
of Caesarea and Gregory of Nyssa, this Pauline image of a mixed batch (e.g. a potter’s 
clay or a baker’s dough) had been used to depict the humanity assumed by the Son of 
God in the incarnation. 
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souls and a mind nearly like our mind. Indeed, in these respects he is and is 
recognized as a human being, and he became a human being in truth from 
the very moment of his conception in the all-holy Virgin. For he intend- 
ed** to be called a human being so that he might cleanse like with like and 
restore kin with kin and beautify connatural with connatural. This is why 
the holy Virgin was taken and was sanctified in body and soul and thus — as 
pure, integral, free of stain — she aided the incarnation of the Creator. 

2. And so the Word — God — became our flesh, not being attached to 
prefashioned or preformed flesh nor being woven together with a body that 
at some point preexisted on its own nor entering into composition with a 
preexisting soul; rather, at the same time that these accompaniments of ex- 
istence came into being, then the Word himself — God — by nature entered 
into composition with them, having unity [with them] simultaneous with 
their existence. And these accompaniments never came to be on their own 
prior to their most true combination with the Word, nor did they in any way 
belong to any other human being of our kind, but rather they have existence 
concurrent with the natural combination with the Word and do not have it 
earlier than that combination — not even by that “blink of an eye,”?” as Paul 
the Samosatene and Nestorius rumble. “For as soon as there is flesh, so soon 
is there God the Word’s flesh; as soon as there is flesh endowed with rational 
soul,” so soon is there God the Word’s flesh endowed rational soul.?* For 
it was in him [434] and not through itself that the flesh had existence. For 
simultaneously with the conception of the Word these things were brought 
into subsistence and united with him hypostatically, simultaneously with 
being brought into a subsistence that is really true and without partition, 
which neither suffers division nor admits change and confusion; these 
things are brought about by him and subsist in him and are composed by 
him and do not precede their own subsistence by any time at all, leading to 
a composition with him that is unconfused and incapable of being severed. 

3. And so, when from the undefiled and virginal blood of the all-holy and 
undefiled Virgin Mary the Word became flesh in truth, he also in truth be- 
came human even while he was carried in the virginal womb and fulfilled 
the time period of a typical pregnancy. Just as it was in being made like us 


26 In Greek, ebouleto. 27 1 Cor 15:52. 

28 This is a quotation from a document known now as Letter to Emperor Jovinian (PG 28: 
532a Montfaucon), then believed to be by Athanasius of Alexandria. The final clause of 
the sentence is Sophronius’s addition. 
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human beings in all natural respects that do not produce sin’? and in not 
disdaining our pathetic lowliness that he was born as God in a human body, 
so too it was in a frame that possessed a rational and incorporeal soul, which 
frame he and no other in himself animated with a rational spirit, and he pre- 
served his mother as a virgin and showed her to be properly and truly The- 
otokos, even though Nestorius the madman bursts and his God-fighting 
legion weeps and wails and mourns and is once again rent asunder with him. 

4. You see, it was God who was born from the Virgin Mary, the holy The- 
otokos, and who accepted a second, temporal birth for our sakes after his first, 
eternal, natural and ineffable birth from the Father. Even when, in becoming 
flesh, he was born through the likeness with us fleshy ones, he is hymned as 
whole God, and the same one appears as a whole human being; the same one 
is acknowledged to be complete God and the same one is recognized as a 
complete human being. Indeed, from two natures he possessed unity of divin- 
ity and humanity and he was acknowledged in two complete natures, divinity 
and humanity. For in the union no change or blending intervened, nor after 
the union was there discerned any division or severing into a duality of forms 
or of substances — even though the latter point vexes angry Nestorius and the 
former [436] consumes vile Eutyches. After all, things united with one anoth- 
er hypostatically do not admit of change or recognize division; they neither 
know the properties of confusion nor learn the signs of severance. It seems 
that Eutyches was ignorant of this, as was Nestorius, and they never learned 
the power of the hypostatic union, in keeping with which the Word became 
flesh unchangeably and the flesh endowed with soul and mind was deified 
unalterably. The one is hurled into the sea of confusion, the other dragged 
down to the pit of division, and for this reason the one flees from confessing 
the duality of natures, while the other recoils from proclaiming “one incarnate 
nature of God the Word”»° — or rather, even fears affirming his “one compos- 
ite hypostasis.”3 Fugitive slaves fear a fear where no fear dwells.3* 


29 See Heb 4:15. 

30 This is of course Cyril of Alexandria’s controversial expression, which was much favored 
by miaphysites but also appropriated by Neo-Chalcedonians. 

31 In his Edict on the Orthodox Faith Justinian promoted the formula “one composite 
hypostasis,” instead of the anti-Chalcedonian “one composite nature” (on which see 
3.10 below), on the grounds that it not only excluded a Nestorian division or Eutychian 
confusion of the two natures from which Christ was compounded, but also preserved 
the integrity of each of those natures. The Edict on the Orthodox Fuith is translated in this 
volume on pp. 317-340. 

32 See Ps 13(14):5. 
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5. As for us who with strong mind have sailed past33 the servile foolish- 
ness of both of these and stood fearless on the rock of piety, we preach the 
hypostatic combination of the Word with flesh from us endowed with mind 
and soul, and we honor one Christ and Son, the incarnate Word, and we 
maintain his one composite hypostasis, and we proclaim him in two natures, 
and we believe in two births of the same God the Word — the one from God 
the Father, which we know to be timeless and eternal, and the second from 
the Theotokos mother, which we understand to be recent and temporal — 
and we glorify one incarnate nature of God in him, though not as Apolli- 
narius, Eutyches, and Dioscorus say this, but rather as wise Cyril passed it 
on to us,35 and we declare the properties of the natures are preserved, and 
we proclaim the difference between the united [natures], which in word and 
reality [is a difference] in natural quality*® and in thought and reality [is a 
difference] in substantial quantity.37 And we neither [438] fear the Nesto- 
rian severing nor worry about the Eutychian alteration,3* since we neither 
speak of a temporary union or of equality of honor and identity of will, like 
empty-headed?° Nestorius, and prattle on about a combination [of natures] 
by force and identity of wills, nor do we blab on like God-harried Eutyches 
about any confusion and alteration of God the Word and the flesh endowed 
with intellectual soul or about the composition of natures and substances 
and forms from which the wondrous combination occurred in Christ. 

6. Whence, as we travel the road that is royal and moderate,*° we both 
abhor the confusion and loathe the severing, and we embrace in our soul 
only that union of deity and humanity that is at once unconfused and un- 
divided, which alone the natural and hypostatic combination is capable of 
making known. Indeed, deity and humanity possessed this as soon as they 
were united to one another, so that they neither undergo change nor suf- 
fer division. The account of the union — I mean the natural and hypostatic 


33 Perhaps an echo of Homer, Odyssey 12.186. 34 See Matt 16:18. 

35 For discussion, see the introduction to Cyril’s Second Letter to Succensus in CEECW 3 on 
PP- 740-741. 

36 In Greek, en physike ... poiotéti. Allen notes that this was a Cyrilline expression that had 
been used “by anti-Chalcedonians like Severus of Antioch” (Sophronius of Jerusalem, p. 
93 n. 49); these thinkers affirmed that the natures united in Christ retain their distinct 
qualities. To this point Sophronius adds an affirmation of quantitative substantial 
difference, which, according to Allen, affirms Chalcedonian Christology, presumably in 
the sense that there are two countable substances in Christ. 

37 In Greek, en ousiddei .... posoteti. 

38 Presumably Sophronius means he doesn’t fear being accused of these positions. 

39 See 3 Macc 6:11. 40 See Num 20:17. 
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one, since I know no other union in Christ but this — is not unaware of 
difference, but altogether shuns division; it preserves the components of 
the union unchanged and does not admit partition of the united elements. 
And for this reason as we name Christ from deity and humanity and from 
two natures, we proclaim that the same one is both God and a human being 
and two-natured and double according to natures. Likewise, we recognize 
that the same one is complete in deity and complete in humanity. Where- 
fore we also decree that he is in two natures, and we depict the same one 
as same-in-substance with the Father as God and we declare that the same 
one is same-in-substance with his mother and with us as a human being, 
the same one visible and invisible, the same one likewise created and uncre- 
ated, the same one a body and incorporeal, [440] the same one tangible and 
untouched, the same one circumscribed and uncircumscribed, the same 
one earthly and heavenly, the same one flesh endowed with rational soul 
and deity, the same one recent and eternal, the same one lowly and most 
high — and all attributes found to belong to his indivisibly double nature, 
even though some of them exist eternally, because he has an eternal nature, 
while others came to be for our sakes unchangeably “in the last times,”#" 
because he assumed human nature. 

7. For if the union was without change and division, just as it still is 
without change and remains without division, and the two are indicated as 
two through a difference that is unaltered and they shine with an otherness 
that is not divided, these were the natures and substances and forms out of 
which the ineffable union occurred and in which one and the same Christ 
is perceived. And the one remains one; the product that came from them 
is no longer divided in two, and it displays its components without sever- 
ing or change. This is a hypostasis and a composite person compounded 
from an unconfused mixture; it experienced no division of the combina- 
tion, having obtained indivisibility such that it is one and remains one; it 
neither becomes two, inasmuch as it is one, nor confuses and brings into a 
single oneness and natural and substantial identity its natural components. 
Instead, the same thing is recognized as one and two: one according to the 
hypostasis and the person, two according to the natures themselves and 
their natural properties, from which it assigned the fact of being one and 
preserved the fact of remaining double in nature. Hence, the same one, 
while remaining one Christ and Son and Only-Begotten, is perceived in 


41 Heb 1:2. 
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each of the natures without severance, and he performs the deeds of each 
substance naturally according to the substantial quality present in each or 
indeed its natural property. This he could not have done if he had a monad- 
ic and un-conjoined nature, as in fact is true of the hypostasis [442] and the 
person, and the one and the same Son and Christ could not have performed 
perfectly the deeds of each nature. For when has deity, which partakes of no 
body, naturally performed the deeds of a body? Or when has a body, devoid 
of deity, effected acts substantially recognized as belonging to deity? 

8. Emmanuel - who is a single one and is, in the same one, both, namely, 
God and a human being - truly did the works of each nature, achieving the 
deeds in accordance with one and the other. As God the same one achieves 
divine acts, and as a human being the same one achieves human acts. He 
wished to show himself to all, [showing] that the same one could be God 
and a human being, and this is why the same one accomplished — and like- 
wise spoke and uttered — both divine and human things. It is not that one 
performed the marvelous deeds while another produced the human acts 
and underwent the sufferings, as Nestorius would have it. Rather, it is one 
and the same Christ and Son who did the divine and human acts in accord- 
ance with one and the other, as the divine Cyril advocated, since of course 
in both he possessed power that is unconfused and indeed undivided. Thus, 
insofar as the same one was eternal God he did marvelous deeds, while 
insofar as the same one was recognized as a recent human being he accom- 
plished lowly and human acts. For just as in Christ each nature preserves its 
own property without loss, so too each form in communion with the other 
achieves that which it possesses as its own.#? The Word accomplishes that 
which belongs to the Word, in communion, to be sure, with the body, while 
the body completes those things that pertain to the body, though commun- 
ing with it, of course, in the act is the Word. And these are recognized in 
one hypostasis and are observed in one person and they push aside the to- 
tally disgusting severing. For they do not enact their own deeds distinctly, 
such that we might suspect that they are divided. 

g. Nestorius in his madness should not prance about, gorging himself 
with the fact that each form in the one Christ and Son did what was proper 
to it in communion with the other, for it did not do [444] what was proper 
to it in separation from the other in him. After all, we do not glorify those 


42 The language of each form doing what is proper to it in communion with the other is 
derived from Leo of Rome’s Tome to Flavian, translated in this volume on pp. 36-48. 
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who are active in him as two Christs and sons, the one who performs the 
miracles as son and Christ by nature, and the second who performs the 
more lowly deeds as son and Christ by grace. Even if we teach two forms 
operating in common, each in accordance with its natural property, still we 
maintain one and the same Son and Christ who by nature works the lofty 
and the lowly deeds according to the nature and substantial quality of each 
of his two natures. For the natures remain unchanged and unconfused and 
are recognized clearly as two and are not united in a confused way. They 
did not lack these at all,#} even though they appeared in a single hyposta- 
sis — Eutyches and Dioscorus, the proponents of the unreal, godless con- 
fusion, should not leap in vain. Rather, in communion with the other, each 
nature did what is proper to it, while avoiding division, knowing no alter- 
ation, preserving difference from the other, and keeping the communion 
and composition undissolved and unbroken. Hence, standing firm in piety 
within the boundaries of orthodoxy,* just as we say that one and the same 
Christ and Son achieved both, since the same one was God and a human 
being and we envision no confusion whatsoever, so too when we affirm that 
each form achieved its proper deeds in communion with the other, since 
the two forms established in one and the same Christ naturally achieve 
their proper deeds, we do not conceive any division at all — as on the latter 
point, Eutyches, and on the former point, Nestorius, wanted to accuse us, 
taking their stand opposite one another and dividing between themselves 
their impious war against us pious ones. 

10. Reckoning these people as nothing, we know the respective activity 
of each nature — I mean that which is substantial and natural and [446] 
appropriate — which proceeds undividedly from each substance and nature 
according to the natural and substantial quality innate in it. [We also know] 
the simultaneously undivided and unconfused cooperation in tandem with 
the other substance. For this is what creates the difference between activ- 
ities in Christ, just as in fact the existence of the natures creates the diffe- 
rence between natures. For deity and humanity are not identical according 
to the quality naturally present in each, even if they inexpressibly came 
together with one another into one hypostasis, and were unconfusedly 
composed into one person, and made complete for us the same one Christ 


43 Presumably Sophronius means that the natures did not lack their proper qualities or 
proper acts. 

44. See Prov 22:28, which is cited at the end of the Ekthesis of Emperor Heraclius and above in 
Sophronius’s Introduction. 
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and Son through the mutual hypostatic concurrence and composition. For 
both are true: that God the Word is God the Word and not flesh, even if he 
assumed flesh endowed with rational soul and united this flesh with itself 
in a natural and hypostatic union, and that the flesh is flesh endowed with 
rational soul and not Word, even though the flesh is perceived as belong- 
ing to God the Word. And for this reason [flesh and Word] do not possess 
the same activity such that the two are indistinguishable from one another 
after the natural and unconfused union, that is, the true and hypostatic 
union; nor do we say that their activity is one and single or that it is sub- 
stantial and natural and entirely indistinguishable, lest we weld them into 
one substance and one nature that is composite, as is jested by the children 
of the Leaderless*5 and is shamelessly advanced by these people in their 
own words.*% 

11. So then, we confess the respective natural activity of each substance 
and nature, from which the unconfused union in Christ came to be for us 
and which made complete the one Christ and Son, who is whole God and 
the same one is believed to be a whole human being. Otherwise, we confuse 
the unconfusedly united natures, since, according to experts on these mat- 
ters, natures are recognized from the activities and only from them, and the 
difference between substances is always such as to be comprehended from 
difference between the activities. Nonetheless, we do decree that every 
saying and activity, whether it is something divine and [448] heavenly or 
human and earthly, proceeds from one and the same Christ and Son and 
his one composite and singular*’ hypostasis. He was the incarnate Word of 
God, who from himself naturally produced each activity undividedly and 
unconfusedly in accordance with his own natures — by virtue of his divine 
nature, according to which he was same-in-substance with the Father, [he 
produced] the divine and inexpressible activity; by virtue of his human na- 
ture, according to which the same one remained same-in-substance with 
us human beings, [he produced] the human and earthly activity — as was 
agreeable and suitable to each nature. 


45 In Greek, hoi Akephaloi, literally “the headless.” As Pauline Allen explains, “The ‘Headless 
Ones’ (Akephaloi) was a term applied to those more rigorous anti-Chalcedonians in 
Egypt who did not accept the eirenic document, the Henoticon, promulgated by the 
emperor Zeno in 482, and separated themselves from their patriarch. Thus they had no 
visible hierarchy and were ‘headless’. By the Chalcedonians the term came to be used 
generically of anti-Chalcedonians, as here” (Allen, Sophronius of Jerusalem, 39 n. 121). 

46 “Composite” (in Greek, syntheton) appears in the Ekthesis of Emperor Heraclius. 

47 In Greek, monadiken. 
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And he does not allow any of those who see him to be scandalized as if 
the same one who naturally performs both the one and the other set of 
acts is not both God and a human being. By achieving both actions, the 
same one Christ and Son stops up Nestorius’s filthy discharge. Indeed, as 
we have said, we do not support his two Christs and sons who together 
achieve the one and the other set of acts. At the same time, by showing that 
the properties of each nature remain unconfused after the union and that 
the same similarly produces each act, which is recognized by the natural 
principle of the natures and naturally declares its own nature, from which 
it naturally sprang forth and substantially sprouted without division, he 
incinerates the confusion-loving sprout of Eutyches. 

12. Hence, after undergoing our birth, he was nourished with milk, grew, 
and passed through the stages of bodily development,* up to maturity for 
a human life, and he accepted our hunger? and thirsts° and suffered the 
weariness of journeying just as we do.‘" For he even performed the activity 
of walking in the same way that we do; when it was being accomplished in 
a human manner and proceeding in accordance with the human substance, 
it furnished a sign of his human nature. This also explains his moving from 
place to place, since he was born as a human being in truth and possessed 
our nature [450] without any loss and put up with bodily circumscription 
and bore an appearance matching our own. For the form of the appearance 
was bodily, that is, pertaining to the body — this form in which he was con- 
ceived and molded in the womb and which he always preserved and will 
preserve into the endless age. 

13. For this reason, he ate when he was hungry; on account of this, he 
took water when he was thirsty and drank as a human being; on account 
of this, as a child he was carried riding in the Virgin’s arms and lay on his 
mother’s bosom; on account of this, he lay down when he was tired and 
he slept when he needed sleep.s* What’s more, he felt pain when he was 
hit,53 and he suffered when he was whipped,*# and he underwent bodily 
distress when his hands and feet were pierced on the cross.55 For when 
he wished, he gave his human nature the opportunity to do and to suffer 
what was proper to it, lest his illustrious incarnation be deemed an illusion 


48 See Luke 2:52. 49 See Matt 4:2; Luke 4:2. 50 See John 4:7, 19:28. 
51 See John 4:6. 52 See Matt 8:24; Mark 4:38; Luke 8:2 3-24. 

53 See Matt 26:67, 27:29; Mark 14:65, 15:19; John 19:3. 

54 See Matt 27:26; Mark 15:15; Luke 23:16, 22. 55 See John 20:25. 
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and an empty spectacle. After all, even though he took on these things 
naturally and humanly and acted and behaved with human movements, he 
did not accept them unwillingly or under compulsion — away with such a 
loathsome thought! For the one who undertook to suffer these things in 
the flesh and saved us by his own sufferings and through them mediated 
freedom from suffering to us was God. But [this happened] when the same 
one chose to suffer and to behave and to act humanly and resolved to bene- 
fit the onlookers, for whose sake he had become a human being in truth, 
not when natural, fleshly movements involuntarily and naturally moved 
[him] to action or whenever the godless plotters strove so brashly to fulfill 
their designs. For he put on a body that was capable of suffering, mortal, 
corruptible, and subject to our natural and irreproachable sufferings, and 
he allowed it to suffer and to do what was appropriate to its own nature 
up to [452] the resurrection from the dead. For it was at that point that he 
did away with our passibility and mortality and corruptibility and graced us 
with freedom from these things. 

14. Therefore, he showed forth the humble and human things in a way 
that was simultaneously voluntary and natural, while remaining God even 
in these things. He was steward of his own human passions and acts, and 
not only steward, but also governor, and if he was incarnate in a nature 
naturally capable of suffering, even this shows his human features were 
beyond human, not because the nature was not human, but because he 
voluntarily became a human being. And having become a human being, he 
accepted these things voluntarily and not out of tyranny or compulsion, 
as they at times affect us unintentionally; rather, at whatever moment and 
to the extent that he wished, he gave his assent both to those things which 
brought him sufferings and to the very afflictions that act in accordance 
with nature. But the others are divine, luminous, and most sublime, and 
they clearly surpass our lowliness, inasmuch as they are marvelous, por- 
tentous, and the harbinger of wondrous works. Here are some examples: 


The seedless conception, 

The leaping of John in the womb, 

The birth without corruption, 

The undefiled virginity, 

Intact before the birth, during the birth, and after the birth, 
The heavenly revelation to the shepherds, 

The star-borne homing of the magi, 
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And with it, their bearing of gifts and worship, 

The untutored knowledge of letters — 

“For how is it,’ he said, ‘that this one knows letters without 
instruction?’”5¢ — 

Knowledge which particularly refutes the malignant love of lovers of 
ignorance, 

Filling with wine made from water, 

For the weak, recovery of strength, 

For the blind, seeing again, 

For the deformed, restoration, 

For paralytics, girding up, 

For the lame, motion straight ahead, 

For lepers, brilliant cleansing, 

For the hungry, effortless filling, 

For persecutors, blindness, 57 

For winds, [454] calming, 

For the sea, tranquil stillness, 

The embodied walking on the waters, 

The banishing of unclean spirits, 

The sudden stirring up of the elements, 

The darkening of the sun over the whole world, 

The spontaneous opening of the graves, 

The rising from the dead on the third day, 

The unending destruction of corruption, 

The unceasing overthrow of death, 

The unimpeded exit, while guarded, from the stone and sealed tomb, 

The unhindered entry through locked doors, 

The entirely marvelous embodied ascent into the heavens from earth, 

And all works like these, which go beyond the nature of speech and 
the power of expression and which more than surpass all human 
thought.* 


Itis a matter of common consent that all of these, which were accomplished 
beyond speech and human nature, are evidence of the divine substance and 


56 John 7:15. 

57 As Allen notes, this line must refer to the blinding of Saul (Acts 9:1-9), which is out of 
chronological sequence. 

58 See Eph 3:19. 
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nature of God the Word, even though they were achieved through the 
flesh and body and were not done apart from the flesh endowed with ra- 
tional soul. 

15. Now based on these works, we will neither speculate that the Word 
of God was fleshless nor decree that he was without a body, just because 
he did works superior to those of bodies. For the Word was truly incarnate 
and, as his incarnation was not deceptive, he took a body and was recog- 
nized as one Son who produced from himself the entire activity — divine 
and human, miniscule and massive, base and heavenly, fleshly and incor- 
poreal, visible and invisible, circumscribed and uncircumscribed — which 
corresponds to his duality of natures and ceaselessly proclaims the dual- 
ity through itself, announcing it with a piercing cry. For since one and 
the same Son was hypostatically undivided and the same one was acknow- 
ledged in two natures, “according to one of these he effected the signs of 
divinity, and according to the other he accepted the lowly things.”59 And 
this explains why the godly-minded, who have been crowned in the con- 
tests for the Christ of God and have received their speech from God and 
have woven for us the most godly insights, say, “When you hear contrary 
expressions about the one Son, divide the statements proportionately with 
the natures, ascribing anything great and divine to the divine nature and 
accounting anything little and human to the human nature, for thus [456] 
you will avoid the dissonance of the expressions, with each nature receiv- 
ing those things that are proper to it, and you will confess the one Son 
both before all ages and recently come according to the holy scriptures.” 
Moreover, they speak as follows about the one Son: “One should not sep- 
arate the entire activity from the one sonship, but should recognize what 
occurs by the principle of the nature to which it is proper.”” 

16. Therefore, they have most beautifully decreed that we must confess 
the one Emmanuel — for thus is the incarnate Word of God named — and 
that the same one, and not two different ones, does all things, the sublime 
and the least, without any sort of split. Through these acts as well, the 


59 This sentence, like the two following, contains material taken verbatim from Theodoret 
of Cyrrhus, Exposition of the Orthodox Faith 11 (CACSS 3.1: 38-40 Otto). This work is 
translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 535-555. It was passed down under the name of Justin 
Martyr. From his account of the author, it seems that Sophronius knew it as the work of 
a martyr. 

60 Theodoret, Exposition of the Orthodox Faith 10 (CACSS 3.1: 36 Otto). 

61 Theodoret, Exposition of the Orthodox Faith 12 (CACSS 3.1: 48-50 Otto). 
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unconfused doubleness of his natures is acknowledged, and the same one 
is not divided right through the middle into two hypostases and persons, 
but is one and the same unsevered Son and Christ who is acknowledged 
undividedly in two natures. And we affirm that all works belong to the 
same one Son, and we believe that all the sayings and activities are his, 
even though some of them are God-befitting while others, once more, are 
human-befitting, and others still occupy some middle rank, since they pos- 
sess what is God-befitting and what is human in the same one. And we 
maintain that it is to this power that the so-called “new and god-manly 
activity” belongs, since it is not single but heterogeneous and differentiated. 
Dionysius the Areopagite, who spoke of God, uttered this expression to the 
divine Paul after being divinely restored to life, since it possesses what is 
God-befitting and what is human in the same one and because of the most 
graceful and composite way in which it was stated it perfectly indicates 
each activity of each substance and nature.® 

17. Therefore, as we glorify God the Word who is before the ages and 
co-eternal with the Father, we also maintain that he underwent a temporal 
birth, when he was born and became incarnate from the Virgin Mary who 
is properly [458] and truly Theotokos, and because of this it is rightly be- 
lieved by the pious that he was born with two births. And the same one who 
was complete in divinity was, the same one, complete in humanity, neither 
divided by the difference between substances, nor bringing the natures into 
substantial identity due to the identity of the hypostasis and the person; ra- 
ther, he remained indivisible in the natures from which he appeared hypo- 
statically, wisely, and truly undergoing all our deeds and sufferings that 
are natural and blameless facts, which are far from disgrace and stain and 
in which not a trace of sin is found. For “he did no sin nor was any deceit 
found in his mouth at all.”°3 And he dwelt with us humanly, inasmuch as he 
was acknowledged as a complete human being, even though the same one 
never ceased being God and worked wonders as was fitting — for he was 
recognized as complete God even though he was mixed with human flesh 
endowed with intellectual soul. And he went forth to voluntary suffering 
and was voluntarily given up to the Jews, or rather, he voluntarily gave 
himself to them for the salvation of human beings, and he was chained and 


62 See ps.-Dionysius, Fourth Letter (PTS 67: 161, 9 Heil/Ritter), translated in this volume 
on pp. 191-193. The story of Dionysius the Areopagite appears at Acts 17:34. 
63 1 Pet 2:22; see Isa 53:9. 
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beaten and spat upon and whipped and scoffed at and mocked and clothed 
in a purple cloak as if he were king of all, and into his hands was placed 
a reed like a royal scepter in the manner of a king, and he was condemned 
with Pilate’s judgment and finally was affixed to the scaffold, his hands and 
feet bloodied as he was nailed to the saving cross. And he was lifted up to- 
gether with thieves and given vinegar to drink and tasted gall and with a 
great cry handed over his soul to the Father and was pierced with a spear 
to the rib and saving blood and water poured forth after his death and 
dying. [460] And he was taken down from the cross dead and was tended 
and embalmed and buried in a tomb for three days, and when he rose on 
the third day he came forth from the tomb and caused all the dead to rise 
together with himself, leading them from the tomb and corruption to un- 
ending life through his own resurrection from the dead. And having risen 
from the dead he appeared to the disciples and offered confirmation for his 
resurrection by eating and drinking and by his own flesh being touched by 
the hands of the apostles, and he handed over to them the all-holy Spirit, 
because it was akin and of the same stock as himself, and he was borne up 
into the heavens, or rather since he was indeed ruling over the heavens he 
ascended and sat at the right hand of the one who begot him, occupying his 
Father’s royal and supreme throne. From there he will come again, making 
judgment of the living and the dead and rendering to each according to 
their actions, just as each person has acted, whether someone has engaged 
in good and fine actions or wretched and blameworthy ones. We believe 
he reigns over all with the Father and the Holy Spirit in a kingdom truly 
unending that admits of no finality or fulfillment, but also, with regard to 
the incarnate economy, or what amounts to the same, to the wondrous in- 
carnation of God the Word and his likeness to us lowly ones, I have made 
known in brief what I say and think. 


64 Matt 27:28. 
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Introduction and Translation by Andrew Radde-Gallwitz 


INTRODUCTION 


In 610 Sergius became patriarch of Constantinople and later the same year 
crowned Heraclius as emperor (r. 610-641). Sergius would remain central to 
imperial religious policy until his death in 638. These were tumultuous years, 
as the empire faced incursions from Avars to the northwest and, more threat- 
eningly, from the Persian shah Khusro IJ to the east. After Khusro’s initial 
success, including the capture of Jerusalem and the ‘True Cross, Heraclius 
and his allies defeated the shah in 627 and restored the True Cross in 630. 
In the coming twelve years, however, the empire would lose Syria, Palestine, 
and Egypt to a new invader, the Arab tribes. Internally, Christians of the 
eastern Mediterranean were divided. In 638 Sergius penned a fateful Ekthesis 
or “exposition” of faith, in the hopes of ending certain disputes among 
Chalcedonians. The Ekthesis, issued in the name of Heraclius, repeats the 
prohibition initially issued in 633 in the Pséphos on teaching either a single or 
two activities in Christ (the positions known, respectively, as monoenergism 
and dyoenergism).' Sergius also endorses the idea, which would come to be 
called “monothelitism,” that in Christ there is only one will. 

The Ekthesis was posted in the narthex of the Great Church in Constan- 
tinople, where it hung until being replaced under Emperor Constans I 
with the Typos of 647/8.* The Lateran Synod of 649 decisively turned the 
tide against Sergius’s ideas when it endorsed dyoenergism and dyothelit- 
ism.3 At the third Council of Constantinople in 680-681, which likewise 


1 The 633 prohibition is discussed in the introduction to Sophronius’s Synodical Letter, 
translated in this volume on pp. 447-465. Sophronius was reacting against the policy of 
Heraclius and Sergius. 

2 The Typos is translated in this volume on pp. 518-520. In fact, the Typos expands Sergius’s 
strategy, forbidding in addition the teaching of one or two wills. 

3 Selections from Acts of the Lateran Synod are translated in this volume on pp. 521-549. 
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affirmed Christ’s two wills and activities, an anathema was pronounced 
against Sergius.4 Regardless of this fate, his document successfully intro- 
duced the question of Christ’s will into the preexisting debate over his 
action. Sergius maintains that Christ has only a single will, which is the di- 
vine will. So evident is the point for him that his injunction on speculation 
about Christ’s activities is partially grounded on a reductio: such thinking 
might lead to the proposal that Christ had two contrary wills, one divine 
and one human, which for him is unthinkable. So convinced is he that he 
elevates the single will of Christ to a datum of the Christian confession. 
The text translated here is that of Rudolf Riedinger, Concilium Later- 
anense a. 649 celebratum, ACO* 1 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1984), 156-162, as 
reprinted in Pauline Allen, Sophronius of Jerusalem and Seventh-Century 
Heresy: The Synodical Letter and Other Documents, Oxford Early Chris- 
tian Texts (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), 208-216 (Greek on 
the even-numbered pages, with Allen’s English translation on the facing 


pages). 


TRANSLATION 


[156] We believe “in the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit, the same- 
in-substance Trinity, one divinity or nature and substance and power and 
authority in three hypostases or persons,” acknowledging the distinctive 
feature of each hypostasis, “Unity in Trinity and ‘Trinity in Unity: Unity 
according to the formula of substance or divinity, Trinity according to the 
hypostases or persons.”5 For it is not the case that in thinking of the one- 
ness according to substance we abandon the difference of the persons, nor 
that in believing in a ‘Trinity of persons we reject the one deity. One God, 
the Father; one God, the Son; one God, the Holy Spirit® — the three are 
one God in virtue of the identity and indistinguishability of the deity, since 


4 Selections from Acts of the Third Council of Constantinople are translated in this volume on 
pp- 550-616. 

5 This sentence selectively quotes from Justinian, Edict on the Orthodox Faith (ABAW.PHA 
n.F. 18: 72, 13-18 Schwartz), translated in this volume on pp. 317-340. See also Justinian, 
Edict on the Orthodox Faith, anathema 1 (ABAW.PHA n.F. 18: 90, 16-18 Schwartz) and 
Constantinople II, canon 1 (ACO 4.1: 240, 3-7 Straub), translated in this volume on 
pp. 337 and 382. 

6 There is no precise precedent for this formula but given the context it seems likely that it 
owes something to Justinian, Edict on the Orthodox Faith (ABAW.PHA n.F. 18: 72, 27-28 
Schwartz), which is a quotation of Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 39.12, 1-3 (SChr 
358:172 Moreschini), which in turn is an expansion upon 1 Cor 8:6. 
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the difference between the persons does not introduce a division of deity 
or substance. Therefore, we honor one deity, preserving the distinctive fea- 
tures unconfused. And we neither coalesce the three into one person with 
three names in the manner of Sabellius nor divide the one deity into three 
substances or alienate the Son or the Holy Spirit from the substance of the 
Father in the manner of Arius’s madness.’ “For the divinity is one in three,” 
as the great Gregory the Theologian says, “and the three are one, in which 
the divinity exists, or, to speak more truly, which are the divinity.”* 

[158] We confess that one of the holy Trinity, the only-begotten Son of 
God, God the Word, who was begotten from the Father before all ages, 


9 Ges 


light from light, “radiance of the glory,” “imprint” of the Father’s “hypos- 


M10 bs 


tasis,”® “through whom all things came to be,”?° “in the last days” for us 


and for our salvation came down from heaven, and deigned to dwell in 
the undefiled womb of the all-holy Theotokos and ever-virgin Mary, and 
hypostatically united to himself flesh from her that possessed rational and 
intellectual soul and was born from her. And [we confess] that the same 
one who is always complete God became also a complete human being 
unconfusedly and undividedly, same-in-substance with God and Father ac- 
cording to his deity and the same one same-in-substance with us according 
to his humanity, and like us in all respects “except for sin.” 

As a result we also confess two births of the same only-begotten Word of 
God, one before the ages from the Father in a non-temporal and incorpor- 
eal manner, and “in the last days”"3 another birth of the same one from the 
holy, undefiled Theotokos and ever-virgin Mary along with flesh endowed 
with intellectual soul.“ And the reason why we proclaim the holy and all- 
hymned ever-virgin Mary to be Theotokos in the proper sense of the term 


7 This sentence is a paraphrase of Justinian, Edict on the Orthodox Faith (ABAW.PH n.F. 18: 
72, 23-26 Schwartz), which in turn was a paraphrase of Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 
39-11, 23-25 (SChr 358: 172 Moreschini). 

8 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 39.11, 19-21 (SChr 358: 172 Moreschini). A slightly 
longer version of the same quotation was cited by Justinian, Edict on the Orthodox Faith 
(ABAW.PH n.F. 18: 72, 18-20 Schwartz). 

9 Heb 1:3. 10 John 1:3. 11 Heb r:2. 

12 Heb 4:15. This paragraph combines phrases from the Nicene Creed and the 
Chalcedonian Definition. The repeated use of “the same one,” while awkward 
grammatically, echoes Chalcedon. 

13 Heb 1:2. 

14 This sentence echoes canon 2 of Constantinople II (ACO 4.1: 240, 8-11 Straub), 
translated in this volume on p. 383. See also Justinian, Edict on the Orthodox Faith, 
anathema 2 (ABAW.PH n.F. 18: 90, 19-23 Schwartz), translated in this volume on 


P- 337- 
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and in truth is not because God the Word received the beginning of his 
being from her, but because “in the last days”"s he became incarnate and 
became human from her unchangeably, and accepted in the flesh voluntary 
suffering on our behalf." 

We glorify Christ as composite, following the teaching of the holy fa- 
thers.'? For in the case of the mystery of Christ, the union according to 
composition casts out both confusion and division and preserves the dis- 
tinctive feature of each nature and displays the one hypostasis and one 
person of God the Word along with his flesh endowed with intellectual 
soul. A quaternity is not introduced by us in place of the holy Trinity - God 
forbid! — for the holy Trinity did not admit the addition of a fourth person 
even when one of it, God the Word, became incarnate.'* And it is not the 
case that the one who performed miracles as God was one and the one who 
endured suffering was another alongside him; rather, we confess one and 
the same Son, at once God and a human being, one hypostasis, one person, 
passible in the flesh, impassible in deity, the same one complete in deity and 
complete’? in humanity, and to the same one belong both the miracles and 
the sufferings that he voluntarily endured in the flesh.’° 

Hence we also confess from two natures one Christ, one Son, one Lord, 
one person, one composite hypostasis, and one incarnate nature of God the 
Word in flesh, endowed with intellectual soul, just as the divinely inspired 
Cyril understood and taught. And we glorify that the same one is in two 
natures, since we confess that our one Lord Jesus Christ, the true God, is 
acknowledged in divinity and humanity, indicating through this only the 


15 Heb r:2. 

16 This sentence echoes canon 6 of Constantinople II (ACO 4.1: 241, 27-37 Straub), 
translated in this volume on p. 384. See also Justinian, Edict on the Orthodox Fuith, 
anathema 5 (ABAW.PH n.F. 18: 92, 1-5 Schwartz), translated in this volume on 
p. 338. 

17 See canon 4 of Constantinople IT (ACO 4.1: 240, 17-241, 15 Straub), translated in this 
volume on pp. 383-384, which speaks of the union kata synthesin, a phrase Sergius uses 
in the following sentence. See also Justinian, Edict on the Orthodox Faith, anathema 4. 
(ABAW.PH n.F. 18: 90, 29-36 Schwartz), translated in this volume on p. 338. 

18 See Justinian, Edict on the Orthodox Faith (ABAW.PH n.F. 18: 76, 38-78, 1 and 88, 15-17 
Schwartz), translated in this volume on pp. 325-326 and 335-336. 

19 Riedinger and Allen supply the missing Greek words en theotéti kai teleion from the Latin 
translation. 

20 This sentence echoes canon 3 of Constantinople II (ACO 4.1: 240, 12-16 Straub), 
translated in this volume on p. 383. See also Justinian, Edict on the Orthodox Fuith, 
anathema 3 (ABAW.PH n.F. 18: go, 24-28 Schwartz), translated in this volume on 
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difference between the natures from which the inexpressible union took 
place unconfusedly. For neither did divinity turn into flesh nor was flesh 
changed into divinity, but each retained the distinctive feature correspond- 
ing to the nature even after the hypostatic union.’ 

Hence we know one Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, from a Father who 
knows no beginning and a mother who knows no stain, the same one both 


2922 


before the ages and “in the last [days],”** impassible and passible, visible and 
invisible, and we proclaim that both the miracles and the sufferings belong 
to one and the same [Son]. And we ascribe every [160] divine and human 
activity to one and the same incarnate God the Word, and we offer a single 
act of worship*} to him who was voluntarily and truly crucified in the flesh 
on our behalf and rose from the dead and ascended into the heavens, who 
was seated at the right hand of the Father and is coming again to judge the 
living and the dead.*4 And we in no way permit anyone whomsoever to say 
or teach one or two activities in the case of the divine humanification of 
the Lord, “but rather, just as the holy and ecumenical synods have handed 
down, we confess that one and the same only-begotten Son, our Lord Jesus 
Christ, the true God, enacted both divine and human things, that every 
activity appropriate to God and appropriate to human beings proceeded 
undividedly and unconfusedly from one and the same incarnate God the 
Word and is ascribed to one and the same [incarnate Word], because, on 
the one hand, the expression ‘one activity, even if it was said by some of the 
fathers, nonetheless surprises and bewilders the ears of some who suppose 
that this is proposed to destroy the two natures hypostatically united in 
Christ our God. Likewise, on the other hand, the language of ‘two activ- 
ities’ scandalizes many people, since it was not said by any of the church’s 
holy and approved mystagogues, and moreover because by this language 
one would be led to endorse two wills set against one another in opposi- 
tion, as if God the Word willed to fulfill the saving passion, but the human- 
ity in him resisted and opposed his will, and thereby two who will contrary 
things are introduced, which is impious and foreign to Christian dogma.”?5 


21 This paragraph echoes canons 7-8 of Constantinople II (ACO 4.1: 242, 1-23 Straub). 
See also Justinian, Edict on the Orthodox Faith, anathemas 7-9 (ABAW.PH n.F. 18: 92, 
8-23 Schwartz). 

22 Heb r:2. 

23 See canon g of Constantinople II (ACO 4.1: 242, 24-29 Straub). 

24 The latter part of the sentence echoes the Nicene-Constantinopolitan Creed. 

25 Sergius of Constantinople, First Letter to Honorius (ACO? 2.2: 542, 3-16 Riedinger; Allen, 
Sophronius of Jerusalem, 188-190), with minor omissions and additions. 
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Indeed, even nasty Nestorius, when he divided the divine humanification 
of the Lord and introduced two sons, did not dare to say they had two wills, 
but on the contrary glorified the identity of purpose in the two persons that 
he himself had fashioned. How, then, can those who confess the orthodox 
faith and glorify one Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, the true God, accept in 
his case two wills, indeed opposed ones? Hence, following the holy fathers 
in this as in all matters, we confess one will of our Lord Jesus Christ, the 
true God, so that “his flesh endowed with intellectual soul never separately 
and on its own initiative made its own natural movement contrary to the 
bidding of God the Word united to it hypostatically, but only whenever 
and however and to whatever extent God the Word himself intended.”¢ 

These are the doctrines of piety that “those who from the beginning 
were eyewitnesses and servants of the word have handed on to us,”*’ as have 
also their disciples and successors, the church’s “subsequent”** divinely in- 
spired teachers, that is to say, the holy and ecumenical synods of the blessed 
and God-bearing fathers, namely, those [who gathered] at Nicaea, those in 
this imperial city,*® those in Ephesus, those in Chalcedon, and those who 
once more convened in Constantinople at the fifth synod. Following them 
in all matters and embracing their divine doctrines, we accept all whom 
they accepted and [162] reject and anathematize those whom they reject- 
ed — especially Novatus, Sabellius, Arius, Eunomius, Macedonius, Apol- 
linarius, Origen, both Evagrius and Didymus, Theodore of Mopsuestia, 
Nestorius, Eutyches, Dioscorus, and Severus; the impious writings of The- 
odoret against the orthodox faith, against the first holy synod at Ephesus, 
and against the Twelve Chapters of Cyril among the saints and all that he 
wrote in support of Theodore and Nestorius; and the letter attributed to 
Ibas. And we urge all Christians to think in this way and to give glory in 
this way, neither adding to these nor removing from them nor “moving,” as 
the scripture says, “the ancient boundaries,”3? which the church’s divinely 
inspired mystagogues established for the salvation of all. 


The Signature 
I, Heraclius, faithful emperor in Jesus Christ, God, have signed. 


26 Sergius of Constantinople, First Letter to Honorius (ACO? 2.2: 542, 18-21 Riedinger; 
Allen, Sophronius of Jerusalem, 190). 

27 Luke 1:2. 28 Luke 1:3. 

29 The reference is to Constantinople and to the council in 38r. 30 Prov 22:28. 
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Introduction and Translation by Jonathan L. Zecher 


INTRODUCTION 


Maximus (579/80-662) is one of the most important and influential theo- 
logians of the seventh century. His numerous works delve into Trinitarian 
and Christological theology, metaphysics, anthropology, ascetic spirituality, 
and an all-embracing vision of cosmic transformation and transfiguration 
centered on the person of Christ. While the texts translated in this volume 
are primarily Christological, Maximus’s thought is not easily compartmen- 
talized, and his reflections on the person, natures, activities, and wills of 
Christ are bound up with his commitment to the authority of scripture and 
the fathers, to philosophical rigor, and especially to salvation as deification. 
We have two conflicting narratives of Maximus’s early life. According 
to a Greek biography, written centuries later and without any firsthand 
knowledge, he was born into a wealthy cosmopolitan family, received a 
top-flight education, entered imperial service, and later retired to monastic 
life. According to a contemporary but vitriolically hostile Syriac biography 
he was the illegitimate son of a Samaritan slave-woman and entered the 
Palaia Lavra monastery (Chariton) in Palestine at age ten. Neither biogra- 
phy is particularly trustworthy, though more and more scholars consider 
at least the Palestinian and perhaps Alexandrian connections of the Syriac 
narrative to be plausible. Nevertheless, it is certainly true that Maximus 
was widely read in philosophical, theological, and spiritual literature, and 
that he was well connected with high-ranking provincial, ecclesiastical, and 
imperial officials. Whatever the truth of his early life, by 626 he was a no- 
table, influential monk in North Africa (in later years he would repeatedly 
visit Carthage), and already becoming known as a talented theologian. 
Maximus began writing Christological works per se only after the prom- 
ulgation of monoenergism. This term refers to a position developed by 
Chalcedonian hierarchs in coordination with the emperor Heraclius, as an 
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attempt to reconcile with miaphysite Christians in the empire’s imperiled 
eastern provinces. Monoenergism reads the Chalcedonian Definition 
through a strongly Cyrilline lens, which emphasizes the absolute unity of 
the person of Christ. Thus, while affirming the continuing reality of both 
natures according to Chalcedon, monoenergists refer to only one “activity” 
(energeia) in the person of Christ. This position was laid out in the patriarch 
Sergius’s Psephos (634), which was reissued with the emperor’s signature as 
the Ekthesis (638).' The latter document specifies that one activity means 
also one will (theléma) and so its position became known as monothelitism. 
From 638 this was imperial doctrine, though it is far from clear how much 
it reflected the beliefs of any living community. 

Maximus’s opposition to monoenergism and monothelitism drew him 
into the center of imperial theology, and his tireless efforts to prove from 
scripture and the fathers the two activities and two wills of Christ dominate 
the last twenty-five years of his life. From 634 Maximus supported Sophro- 
nius, patriarch of Jerusalem, and the several popes who also opposed the 
imperial doctrine.? He disputed with Pyrrhus, former Constantinopolitan 
patriarch in 645, traveled to Rome in 646, and was likely present at the 
Lateran Council (649) under Pope Martin J, the acts of which are certainly 
stamped by his thought, if not written by him.3 After Pope Martin’s arrest 
and exile (653) Maximus was brought back to Constantinople, where he 
was tried for treason, since his theological position contravened imperial 
policy and was perceived as threatening the political as well as spiritual sta- 
bility of the embattled empire. He was exiled to Bizye (656), brought back 
for trial (662), mutilated, and banished with two of his disciples to Lazica, 
in what is now Abkhazia (Georgia). He died on August 13, 662, of old age 
and maltreatment, his tongue and right hand having been removed because 
of the heresies they had promulgated. Maximus only gained the title “Con- 
fessor” years after his ignominious death, when his position was vindicated 
at the third Council of Constantinople (681), later recognized as the Sixth 
Ecumenical Council. 

Ambiguum 31 to John belongs to a large corpus of expositions of difficult, 
obscure, or seemingly problematic passages in the Omtions of Gregory of 


1 Translated in this volume on pp. 466-471. 

2 Selections from Sophronius’s Synodical Letter are translated in this volume on pp. 447-465. 
3 See the selections of Acts of the Lateran Synod translated in this volume on pp. 521-549. 

4 See the selections of Acts of the Third Council of Constantinople translated in this volume on 


pp- 550-616. 
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Nazianzus (329-390). Maximus addressed these expositions to John, arch- 
bishop of Cyzicus in Asia Minor, whom he knew through correspondence 
and had met once, though it is unclear where. Maximus wrote these texts 
before 633-634, and thus before the eruption of the monoenergist con- 
troversy. There are some passages that suggest a monoenergist interpreta- 
tion, which Maximus himself would later retract. These Ambigua deal with 
numerous topics of theology, cosmology, anthropology, and soteriology — 
although for Maximus all such disciplinary divisions are unknown. 

Maximus works out many of his ideas in expositions of Gregory as well 
as scripture. For him the words of scripture are supremely authoritative, 
and, while Gregory ranks lower, he too is all but infallible. The problem is 
that Gregory’s language, though careful and compelling, is more vigorous 
and poetic than clear and systematic. His words stand in need of careful — 
not to say elaborate — interpretation. Maximus exposits his words from a 
Cyrilline Chalcedonian perspective, married with a relentless focus on dei- 
fication, and his interpretations of Gregory quickly become sites of creative 
theology, playful exegesis, and profound reflection. 

In this exposition, which focuses on a line from Gregory’s Oration 38, on 
the nativity of Jesus, Maximus explores the fate of humanity through the 
dynamics of the incarnation. Maximus considers three possible meanings 
of Gregory’s claim that the “laws of nature are dissolved” and the “world 
above” will be populated. The first is that the Word’s incarnation upended 
the laws of conception and mortality such that human existence is freed 
from a cycle of pursuing pleasure and avoiding pain. In this reading Maxi- 
mus shows his interest in and devotion to Mary. The second reading shows 
Maximus in a more playful mode, as he weaves together allegorical read- 
ings of three parables to focus on the “mystical numbers” of each. Each 
parable reveals a different aspect of Christ, a different deficiency in the 
ranks of heaven, and a different renovation of human nature. The third 
reading comprises a properly Christological study and details the dynamics 
of deification made possible by the union of divine and human natures in 
Christ. 

It is clear in this text that, although he has not yet been embroiled in con- 
troversies, Maximus is thoroughly committed to the integrity of Christ’s 
humanity and sees in it the necessary condition of humanity’s deification. 
The translation is made from the text in Nicholas Constas, On Difficulties 
in the Church Fathers: The Ambigua, 2 vols., Dumbarton Oaks Medieval Li- 
brary (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2014), 2: 38-52. 
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TRANSLATION 


1. Of the same [Gregory of Nazianzus], from his Oration on the Nativity, 
on the line: “Laws of nature are dissolved; the world above must be popu- 
lated. Christ commands it! We must not resist.”5 

2. If, in truth, it is the dissolution of the laws of nature that achieves the fill- 
ing of the world above, then it is clear that if they remained undissolved, the 
world above would have remained lacking and unpeopled. What are the laws 
of nature that are dissolved? They are, it seems to me, conception through in- 
semination and parturition through decay, neither of which characterized the 
true incarnation and perfect humanization of God. His conception and birth 
were truly pure and untinged by semen and decay, respectively, and for that 
reason his mother was a virgin even after the birth of her offspring. Rather, 
she remained sound and un-suffering® through the whole delivery, an aston- 
ishing fact that breaks the bounds of every law and principle of nature, and 
God, who saw fit to be born from her in the flesh, wound the bonds of vir- 
ginity tightly around her as his mother through the birth process. It is a truly 
stunning matter and report, that an infant’s birth and entrance to the world 
came about without the barriers of its birth-giver’s birth canal being opened.’ 
For it was truly necessary — truly necessary, I say — that the maker of nature, 
who through himself set nature aright, dissolve the very first laws of nature, 
those by which sin condemned human beings “through the transgression”® 
to share with irrational beasts the property of sexual reproduction. Thus he 
renewed instead the laws of our first and truly divine creation, so that the 
very thing that human beings had lost on account of negligence, since we are 
weak,? God, being mighty, would set aright out of his love for humankind. 

3. If, therefore, the laws of nature that follow sin were dissolved in Christ, 
and every slavish uprising of the passions was utterly put down through the 
coming of the Word, then “the world above must” certainly “be populated,” as 
our teacher says. “We must not,” indeed, “resist” this. Now, no one will deny 
that the old Adam, being a mere human being “subject to sin,” “through 


Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 38.2, gQ—10 (SChr 358: 106 Moreschini). 

In Greek, apathes. 

7 In Greek, ton gennetikon kleithron tes tekouses me anoigenton. The key word here is kleithra, 
which refers to a bar, barrier, or fence generally. In medical literature it comes to refer 
especially to the windpipe, on analogy with the narrow tubes of plant stems. Maximus’s 
usage would seem to extend the metaphor to refer to either the hymen or the cervical 
canal, or, more likely, both. 

8 Rom 5:19. 9 Reading a comma rather than full stop after asthenes. 10 Rom 3:9. 
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the transgression” dissolved the original laws of our spiritual nature and 


populated the world below with offspring born for mortality in flesh like 
his, and so became their originator by “their likeness to his transgression.” 
“Much more,” then, will the sinless new Adam, Christ our God, who being 
Reason itself dissolved the laws of irrationality’? that were “introduced” to 
our nature because of sin, populate the world above with those born spiritual 
like him for immortality, having become their originator by their likeness to 
“his obedience.”"* Let none of those who have perceived even a fraction of the 
dominion of God and who are not ignorant of its greatness disbelieve it. Thus 
is the world above populated with those begotten spiritually in accordance 
with Christ, and thus does the fleshly law of procreation here below receive its 
suitable limit, and thus are all things ordered toward the world above. 

4. Another stab at the same passage. 

Since our teacher’s argument seems to me to possess an additional mean- 
ing, this too must be articulated so far as we can, with God guiding our 
account in the gospels. The sole cause and God of all, my Jesus, teaches 
hiddenly in his parables that humankind is a “sheep” that wandered from 


M15 6 


the divine “century,”'5 “a drachma” lost “from the” divine “decad,”" and a 
“prodigal son” who boorishly left his father and destroyed the unanimity 
of his divine brotherly dyad.” 

He calls humanity “sheep,” I think, because sheep are provided for, led, 
and ordered, and produce three necessary things for their owner: wool, 
lambs, and milk. That is, humans are nourished and provide nourishment 
by the principle and manner of natural contemplation.'* They are clothed 
and provide clothing by the mode of ethical philosophy.’? Finally, they are 
enriched and confer wealth inasmuch as they beget a similar creature, by 
the mystery of true metaphysical vision.’° 

He calls human beings a “drachma,” since humanity is shiny, royal, 
stamped with the principle of the image of the divine archetype,” and is 
receptive, as far as possible, of the entirety of divine beauty.” 


11 Rom 5:19. 12 Rom 5:14. 

13 In Greek, alogias. Maximus plays on the opposition of Jogos as reason with alogia, 
“irrationality.” 

14 This argument incorporates words from across the pericope of Rom 5:12-21. 

15 See Luke 15:3-7 (also found in Matt 18:12-14). 

16 See Luke 15:8-10. 17 See Luke 15:11-32. 

18 In Greek, ta7 logai te kai toi tropoi tes physikes theorias. 

19 In Greek, tai tropai tes ethikes philosophias. 

20 In Greek, kata ten tou homoiou gennésin toi mysterioi tes aléthous epopsias. 

21 See Gen 1:26-27. 22 In Greek, holes ... tes theikés horaiotetos. 
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He calls human beings “son,” since humanity is heir of good patrimonies 
and equal in honor with their Father in accordance with the gift of grace. 

5. As a shepherd our providential God sought out this human being, 
who “like a sheep had gone astray,”*3 and “found” him, and “having placed 
him on his” own “shoulders,” returned him to the sheepfold of his fellow 
flock.*4 As wisdom the Word, “having lit” his flesh “like a lamp” with the 
light of his own divinity, “found” this human being like an image rusted 
over with the passions and its original beauty tarnished, and made that 
“discovery,” through which he completed what was lacking in the divine 
decad, the occasion for much “rejoicing.”*5 Again, as a good father he 
received the human being as a son “who was dead” because of sin and 
“lost” in ignorance of God, when he returned. Indeed, God set upon him 
every token of his former dignity and, greatest and most mystical of all, 
he “slaughtered the fatted calf” — whatever this “calf” was, or its enigmatic 
“sacrifice.” (As an aside, I suspect, that “calf” refers to the supreme Word, 
most hidden and utterly unknown, [as principle] of the incomprehensible 
and unknown manner of his divine and unutterable providence; and “sac- 
rifice” refers to the Word’s divinely appropriate distribution to beings.) 
Returning to the story, the good father finds the zenith of unutterable 
joy in his son’s return, which nobly reunited the dyad of sons, whatever is 
meant by this and by the aforementioned decad of drachmas and by the 
still earlier century of sheep.*¢ If it seems all right, we will forgo speaking 
about these things for now, and will, if God gives us time, ascertain the 
mystical sense of each number with diligent study on a more suitable 
occasion. 

6. If, then, “the good shepherd, having set” the human being “on his 
shoulders” like “a sheep” returned him to his fellow flock; and if our Lord 
and Savior, as “the wisdom and power of God”*’ the Father, through his 
incarnation found the human being, as a drachma bears the royal stamp 
through the image pressed on it; and if as a good and all-compassionate 
Father he received the human being as a son returned; and if, in each 
instance, having numbered the human being among the heavenly powers, 
he placed the human being in their ranks, having made up the defect in 
each heavenly number through the human being that was saved — well 


23 Isa 53:6. 24 See Luke 15:4-5. 25 See Luke 15:8-10. 
26 See Luke 15:27-32. 27 1 Cor 1:24. 
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then, it is clear that Christ our God has “populated the world above,” 
since he has himself accomplished the salvation of all in a manner befit- 
ting God. 

7. Another look at the same passage. 

Let’s look at the puzzle presented in another way, if you don’t mind. 
Those who have carefully scrutinized the nature of beings say that the 
“law of” each “nature” is the permanence of the unwavering and immuta- 
ble principle according to which each being both exists and has come into 
being.’® It seems to me that every listener with a bit of sense would concede 
that this is a good definition for the “law of nature.” If this is true, then man- 
ifestly — and necessarily — the law of nature, even as it guards the principle 
of nature inviolable, also maintains nature’s place utterly immovable. But 
he who has wisely ordained in law, principle, and nature, the subsistence’? 
of beings according to individual species?° — he subsists3' beyond nature, 
law, intellect, principle, place, and motion, and his activity is not restrained 
by what is natural in beings subject to nature. Rather, traversing the entire 
range of things natural in beings subject to nature, he accomplishes and 
suffers them in a fashion beyond nature but befitting himself. By himself he 
preserves, astonishingly, in both what he suffers and the things he accom- 
plishes, what is unmixed and immutable according to nature. 

8. Thus, he moved toward us in this world below and truly became a 
complete human being in his appearing among us — not that he in any way 
departed from himself? or that he experienced any circumscription in a 
place. He deified us completely without removing any part of our nature 
in any way through alteration. Rather, giving himself wholly and without 
reservation, and assuming the full human being wholly in the inexpress- 
ible and undefiled union, he subtracted nothing from either human or 
divine completeness. The same one is truly the whole of God, and the 
same one is truly the whole of a human being, testifying in himself, by 
means of the completeness of both natures in which he truly exists, to the 
unchangeability and inalterability of each. Thus does God “dissolve the 
laws of nature”: he utilizes nature among those subject to nature in a way 
beyond nature.33 


28 In Greek, nomon einai physeos hekastes ten tou kath’ hon esti kai gegenetai logou arrepé kai 
analloioton monimoteta. 

29 In Greek, hypostasis. 30 In Greek, kath’ hekaston eidos. 31 In Greek, hyparchon. 

32 In Greek, mé kinetheis heautou. 

33 In Greek, hyper physin en tois kata physin tei physei chromenos. 
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9. Another crack at the sentence, “The world above must be populated.” 

As a human being, Christ is the “first-fruit”3+ of our nature “in relation 
to God”35 the Father, and, as it were, “leaven” of the whole “lump.”3° Thus, 
he is “in relation to God” the Father according to the perspective of his 
humanity,37 since, as Word he has never departed from his permanence3* 
in the Father. If this is so, let us not doubt that, consistent with his prayer 
to the Father,*° we will be in future what he himself is now as first-fruit of 
our species. He came changelessly to this world below on our account and 
became human on our account (though “without sin”) and supernaturally 
“dissolved” “the laws of nature.” Consequently we will come to be above 
because of him and become gods like him by the mystery of grace without 
in any way altering our own nature. And thus again, as our wise teacher 
says, the world above will be populated. As the “parts of the body” are fitted 
“to the head” according to their relative dignity, each part will receive its 
appropriate position determined by its nearness to Christ in respect of vir- 
tue, all harmoniously fitted together “through the Spirit’s construction.”” 
Thus will each fill up the “body of him who fills all in all” — the body that, 
being filled from all, fills all.+3 

10. So then, to review, there are three ways of understanding the passage. 
First, it may refer to the spiritual rebirth of those who are born according 
to Christ. Second, it may refer to the restoration which took place in Christ 
and through Christ of the mystical numbers in heaven. I mean the century 
of rational sheep, the mystical decad of intellectual drachmas, and the hon- 
orable dyad of the sons. Third, it may refer to the gathering together “of 
the members of the body”* to their proper “head” and in relation to their 
own “first-fruit” of the “lump.”45 In any event, the “world above will be 
populated” in accordance with our teacher’s statement: it has been filled 
already in Christ, and will be filled again later in those who become like 
Christ, when those who “have come into the likeness of his death” through 
their own sufferings “will be united also in his resurrection.”4% 


34 Rom 11:16; see 1 Cor 15:23. 35 John tr. 36 Rom 11:16; see Gal 5:9. 
37 In Greek, kata tén epinoian tes anthropotetos. 38 In Greek, tés ... monimotétos. 
39 See John 1:18. 40 See John 17:21-26. 

41 Heb 4:15. 42 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 19.8 (PG 35: 1053C). 

43 Ephi:23. 44 Ephi:23. 45 Romir:16. 46 Rom6:s. 
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Maximus the Confessor, Ambiguum 5 
to Thomas 


Introduction and Translation by Jonathan L. Zecher 


INTRODUCTION 


Ambiguum 5 to Thomas is a work of Maximus that stems from his early 
involvement in the monoenergist controversy discussed in the introduc- 
tion to Ambiguum 31 to fobn.* In 634 or 635 Maximus undertook inter- 
pretations of four key passages in Gregory of Nazianzus (Ambigua 1-4 to 
Thomas) and one key passage in a letter of pseudo-Dionysius the Areop- 
agite (Ambiguum 5 to Thomas). Maximus had already written a much longer 
series of expositions on difficulties (hence the name “Ambigua”) in Gregory 
of Nazianzus’s works (Ambigua 6-71 to John). In those he used puzzling 
passages to develop far-reaching theologies of creation, incarnation, and 
deification. In the Ambigua to Thomas Maximus exploits the same genre to 
refute monoenergist positions. Thomas was a monk, but that is all we can 
say with any certainty of the treatises’ addressee. 

Ambiguum 5 deals with pseudo-Dionysius’s Fourth Letter to Gaius, and 
proceeds by quoting, paraphrasing, and then expanding upon the entirety 
of the letter, phrase by phrase.? The key phrase comes rather late in the 
text — “a new god-manly activity” (kainén tina theandrikén energeian). This 
phrase, with the neologism (theandrikos) at its center, was perhaps the most 
divisive piece of patristic evidence in the monothelite and monoenergist 
controversies, since pseudo-Dionysius’s authority was unimpeachable and 
the phrase suggestive of a single “activity” in Christ. In fact, a slightly dif- 
ferent form of this phrase (“one god-manly activity”) had been used in the 
Pact of Union of Cyrus, patriarch of Alexandria (633). That document out- 
lined the monoenergist position, and Maximus is subtly but painstakingly 


1 On Maximus and his involvement in these controversies see pp. 472-473. 
2 Translated in this volume on pp. 191-193. 
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arguing against it. The word “god-manly” (theandrikos) is a portmanteau 
of theos (God) and anér (a man), made into an adjective to describe the 
person of Christ. It safeguards Cyril’s single-subject Christology, which 
maintained that the one person of Christ was the subject of all actions 
and sufferings. It also lends itself quite clearly to a monoenergist position 
which maintains that Christ’s proper activity is indivisibly divine-human, 
as the theandrikos is itself a composite term. Maximus, in order to deny 
that position, developed creative exegeses by which he could disentangle 
the human from the divine while still laying claim to the phrase theandrike 


” 


energeia and, with it, the “teacher’s” authority. Maximus argues that activ- 
ity is inseparable from nature or substance, and so the Areopagite’s claim 
that Christ “became substantial” necessitates a human activity alongside 
the divine. He therefore parses theandrikos as referring shorthand to the 
full reality of both “god” and “man,” rather than to a synthesis of the two 
or to some middle term. At stake for Maximus, in this as in all his Chris- 
tological works, is human salvation. Maximus was committed to the idea, 
common among Greek theologians, that the purpose and end of human 
life is to become divine, and that this was inaugurated and exemplified by 
Christ. Maximus is particularly committed, then, to a principle enunciated 
by Gregory of Nazianzus that what has not been assumed has not been 
healed. If, then, Christ has a synthetic or middle activity, he does not share 
this with humans and human existence remains “unassumed” and, there- 
fore, “unhealed.” Rather, Maximus argues, in Christ human existence is 
fully accepted and deified by union with the divine nature. 

The translation is made from the text in Bart Janssens, Maximi Confes- 
soris Ambigua ad Thomam una cum Epistula secunda ad eundem, CCSG 48 
(Turnhout: Brepols, 2002), 19-34. The text is precisely the same in Nich- 
olas Constas, On Difficulties in the Church Fathers: The Ambigua, 2 vols., 
Dumbarton Oaks Medieval Library (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 
Press, 2014), 1: 30-58. The paragraph numbers are from Constas. 


TRANSLATION 


1. On the letter of the Holy Dionysius the Areopagite, Bishop of Athens, to Gaius 
the minister. 


How, you ask, is Jesus, who is beyond all things, ranked as a sub- 
stance together with all human beings? Well, he is not called 
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human on the grounds that he is the cause of human beings, but 
rather because he truly is human intrinsically in his entire sub- 
stance. 


2. Since according to the simple interpretation of holy scripture, God, as 
cause of all, is signified by all the names of the things that have come into 
being from him, Gaius the minister probably opined that God is called hu- 
man following the incarnation in this fashion only. The great Dionysius set 
him straight with the words quoted above, teaching him that the God of all 
who became flesh is not simply called human, but is “human intrinsically 
in his entire substance.” The one true demonstration of this substance is its 
natural constitutive capacity,+ which one would not miss the truth to call a 
natural activity. This activity is a substance’s primary and unique character- 
istic, as it is the most general movement that produces a species,’ embrac- 
ing every property that naturally accompanies it, without which there is 
only non-being, “since,” according to this same great teacher, “what in no 
way exists has neither motion nor existence.”® 

3. Anyway, he most clearly teaches us not to deny anything of ours to 
God incarnate — except for sin,’ since that did not belong to the nature — 
declaring explicitly not simply that God is “human” but that he is “what 
truly is human intrinsically in his entire substance.” Dionysius maintains 
through what is added next that, since he was ranked with us as a substance, 
even the appellation properly belongs to him. He says, “We do not define 
‘Jesus’ in human fashion,”® since we do not teach that he is solely human, 
and so sunder the union that transcends conceptualization. For we confer 
the name “human” substantially upon him who, though God by nature, 
truly became substantial, and not just “on the grounds that he is the cause 
of humans.” For he is “not solely human” (since the same one is God) and 
“not only above substance” (since the same one is human), though he is 
neither a mere human being nor bare God, “but rather the preeminent 
lover of humanity is truly human.”® 


3 Ps.-Dionysius, Fourth Letter (PTS 67: 160, 3-5 Heil/Ritter). In Greek the closing phrase 
runs auto kat’ ousian holen alethos anthropos on. 

4 In Greek, hé kata physin autes systatiké dynamis. 

5 In Greek, eidopoion hyparchousan kinesin genikotaten. 

6 Ps.-Dionysius, On the Celestial Hierarchy 2. 7 See Heb 4:15. 

8 Ps.-Dionysius, Fourth Letter (PTS 67: 160, 5-6 Heil/Ritter). 

9 Ps.-Dionysius, Fourth Letter (PTS 67: 160, 6-8 Heil/Ritter). 
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4. By his infinite desire for humans he truly became by nature the very 
object of his desire, though he neither suffered anything in his own being 
from the indescribable self-emptying, nor did he alter or diminish any- 
thing in human nature because of his inexpressible assumption of it. The 
constitution of these two together established uniquely the principle of his 
human nature:"° “above human beings” (because “divinely, since he was 
conceived without a man”"') “and on the level of human beings” (for he 
did so “humanly,” because he came “by the law of conception”). And so 
“the one who is above substance became substantial from the substance of 
human beings.”"3 For he did not delude us with only a mere shape in form 
of flesh, as is claimed in Manichaean rubbish. Nor did he draw down some 
heaven-formed flesh co-essential with himself, as in the tales of Apollinar- 
ius. Rather, he became “what truly is human intrinsically in his entire sub- 
stance,” clearly by an assumption of flesh endowed with intellectual soul, 
which was hypostatically united to him. 

5. “The one who is always above substance is no less overfilled with su- 
persubstantiality.”"* For, having become human he was not subjugated to 
our nature. Rather the opposite! He exalted our nature to himself, fashion- 
ing nature itself into another mystery while he himself remained in every 
way incomprehensible, and showed his own incarnation, which obtained an 
origin beyond substance, to be more incomprehensible than every mystery: 
for so much as because of his incarnation he became comprehensible, by so 
much more was he known through it to be all the more incomprehensible. 

“For he is hidden after his appearing,” says our teacher, “or, to put it in 
more divine terms, even in his appearing. For this too was concealed by 
Jesus, and the mystery that concerns him is not brought to light by any 
word or intellect. Rather, even when spoken it remains unspoken; when 
known it remains unknown.”'5 What could be more demonstrative than 
this statement for the demonstration of the divine transcendence of being? 
It indicates the hidden by appearance, speechlessness by word, unknowing 
(through excess'’) by mind, and — to say something even greater — what 
transcends substance by its becoming substantial! 


10 In Greek, han ho logos kurios autes kathesteke systasis. 

11 Gregory of Nazianzus, Letter 101 to Cledonius 16 (SChr 207: 42 Gallay). 

12 Gregory of Nazianzus, Letter 101 to Cledonius 16 (SChr 207: 42 Gallay). 

13 Ps.-Dionysius, Fourth Letter (PTS 67: 160, 8-9 Heil/Ritter); in Greek, ek tes anthropon 
ousias ho hyperousios ousiomenos. 

14 Ps.-Dionysius, Fourth Letter (PTS 67: 160, 9-10 Heil/Ritter). 

15 Ps.-Dionysius, Third Letter 1, 4-8. 

16 In Greek, ten kath’ hyperochen agnosian; compare with he kath’ hyperochen apophasis below. 
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6. “Indeed, abounding in it,’” he truly becomes substantial; he supersub- 
stantially becomes substantial”'® — obviously, by having innovated the laws 
of natural conception and become truly human without a man’s seed to im- 
part form. “The Virgin reveals this as she conceives supernaturally””? “the 
Word beyond being,”*? who is conceived without a man “from her virginal 
blood by a strange ordinance contrary to nature.””’ 

7. “And he superhumanly performed human acts,” by having impassibly 
innovated the nature of the elements into steps.’? Clearly “moving water 
that bears the weight of material, earthly feet and does not yield, but by a 
supernatural power solidified to become incapable of spreading”*? reveals 
this, since Jesus truly “walked with unwetted feet that had bodily mass and 
the weight of matter,” traversing as one walks upon “the moist and unstable 
substance.”*4 “Walking upon the sea as on dry land,”*5 by the strength of his 
divinity he demonstrates inseparably the natural activity proper to his own 
flesh through the act of traversing, since locomotion is constitutive of the 
nature of flesh but certainly not of the divinity that transcends both being 
and boundlessness, which was hypostatically united with that flesh. 

8. For once “the Word beyond substance” humanly “became substan- 
tial,”*° thereafter he possessed, along with his human substance, the un- 
diminished movement belonging to our substance as his own property, and 
which characterizes him generically*’ as human. This movement was given 
specific form in everything which he performed naturally as human, since 
he truly became human - breathing, speaking, walking, moving his hands, 
suitably utilizing his senses to receive objects of sense, hungering, thirst- 
ing, eating, sleeping, suffering pain, weeping, struggling — despite being a 
self-subsistent power’® — and all the rest. In all these, like a soul naturally 
moving the body appropriate to it, he by himself moved the nature he had 
assumed, since it had truly become and was called his own — or, to put it 
properly, he had become without alteration precisely what our nature in 
fact is — and so he fulfilled in reality the divine plan”? for us. 


17 That is, supersubstantiality. 

18 Ps.-Dionysius, Fourth Letter (PTS 67: 160, to-12 Heil/Ritter). 

19 Ps.-Dionysius, Fourth Letter (PTS 67: 160, 12 Heil/Ritter). 

20 Ps.-Dionysius, On the Divine Names 2.6. 21 Ps.-Dionysius, On the Divine Names 2.9. 
22 Or, “in his walking.” 23 Ps.-Dionysius, On the Divine Names 2.6. 

24 Ps.-Dionysius, On the Divine Names 2.9. 25 Matt 14:26. 

26 Ps.-Dionysius, On the Divine Names 2.6. 27 In Greek, genikos. 

28 See 1 Cor 1:24. 29 In Greek, otkonomian. 
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g. Our teacher did not, therefore, abrogate the activity constitutive of 
the substance that had been assumed, nor our substance itself, when he 
said: “he supersubstantially becomes substantial and he superhumanly per- 
formed human acts.”3° Rather, he demonstrated in both together the new- 
ness of modes,3" preserved in the permanence of their natural principles,3* 
apart from which no entity is what it is. 

ro. If we say that it means affirmation of the substance that had been 
assumed and denial of its constitutive activity — that is, the “transcendent 
negation”33 — then by what principle will we demonstrate that the same 
transcendent negation applied equally to both signifies the existence of 
substance and the utter denial of its activity? 

11. Or, again, since the assumed nature is not self-moving, but is moved, 
rather, by the divinity truly united to it hypostatically, [if] we deny its con- 
stitutive motion, we could hardly acknowledge the substance itself, which 
does not appear self-subsistent — that is, according to itself — but rather re- 
ceives its substance in God the Word’s becoming substantial with it. Why? 
Because we would have equal cause for rejecting both substance and activ- 
ity. Alternatively, we will acknowledge together with substance its natural 
motion, apart from which there is no nature, knowing that the principle 
of being is one thing and the mode and manner of being is another.*+ The 
former confirms nature, the latter the divine plan; the uniting of the two 
constitutes the great mystery of the “supernatural principle35 of Jesus’s 


36 


nature”3° and demonstrates at the same time that the difference and union 


of activities were preserved. The difference is seen “undividedly” in the 
natural principle of things united; the union is understood “unconfusedly” 
in the unitary mode of things that have come to be.37 

12. What and who, where and how will nature be, if it is bereft of its 


constitutive capacity? For “what entirely lacks capacity neither exists nor 
p y p 


238 


is something, nor can anything be predicated of it at all,”3* says the same 


30 Ps.-Dionysius, Fourth Letter (PTS 67: 160, 11-12 Heil/Ritter). 

31 In Greek, kainoteta ton logon. The distinction between Jogos and tropos is crucial to 
Maximus’s understanding of both the incarnation and deification. 

32 In Greek, ton physikon ... logon. 

33 Ps.-Dionysius, On the Divine Names 7.2. In Greek, hé kath’ hyperochén apophasis. 

34 In Greek, heteros men ho tou einai logos estin, heteros de ho tou pos einai tropos. 

35 In Greek, physiologias. 36 Ps.-Dionysius, On the Divine Names 2.9. 

37 “Undividedly” and “unconfusedly” are two of the four famous adverbs used in the 
Chalcedonian Definition to describe the coming-together of divine and human natures 
in the person of Christ: undividedly, unchangeably, unconfusedly, inseparably. 

38 Ps.-Dionysius, On the Divine Names 8.6. 
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great teacher. Even if there were no account of these things, we would have 
to confess piously the natures of Christ, from which he was a single hypos- 
tasis, and his natural activities, of which he was a true union with respect to 
both natures. For he fittingly accomplished in himself as a single unit (that 
is, uniformly),3° the activities proper to both natures and through all of 
them he revealed the activity of his own flesh inseparably together with the 
divine power. For how will the same person be God by nature and human 
by nature, if he does not possess perfectly what is natural to each by nature? 
What and who will he be known to be, if he does not confirm what is un- 
changed by the things he accomplishes naturally? How will either nature 
from which he is, in which he is, and which he himself is, be confirmed, if 
it remains unmoved and inactive? 

13. “Being above substance he became substantial,” having fashioned by 
nature one “beginning for generation” and “another”? for birth:4" he was 
conceived, having become the seed of his own flesh, he was born, having 
become the seal of virginity for her who gave him birth, and he showed 
the contradiction of opposites truly coming together in her.” For she was 
virgin and mother, innovating nature by the unification of opposites, since 
indeed virginity and birth-giving are opposites, the joining of which could 
not be contrived on the basis of nature. Therefore also the Virgin is truly 
‘Theotokos who marvelously conceives, as though through insemination, 
and gives birth to the Word beyond being, since the birth-giver is really the 
mother of the one sown and conceived. 

14. “And he superhumanly performed human acts,” demonstrating that 
his human activity is united with his divine capacity in accordance with 
their utmost union without change. For the nature too, having been united 
unconfusedly to the other nature, contains it entirely,} and has no loose 
end separated from the divinity united to it hypostatically. For, transcend- 
ing us, the Word beyond being having truly become substance, he joined to 
the affirmation of our nature the negation by excess of its natural proper- 
ties, and so he became human, possessing a mode and manner of being that 
transcends nature united to the nature’s own principle of being — so that 
he might confirm by the novelty of modes his nature that does not admit 


39 In Greek, monadikos héegoun henoeidos. 40 Wis 7:5. 

41 In Greek, geneseds archon kai genndseos heteran. 

42 In Greek, kai ton amikton ep’ autes ten antipbasin deixas synaletheuousan. 
43 In Greek, di’ holou perikechoreken. 
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alteration in its principle, and might reveal his limitless capacity just as it is 
recognized in the generation of opposites. 

15. By his innate authority, he refashioned the affections of nature into 
deeds of will, rather than, as with us, necessary outcomes — quite the contra- 
ry, in fact. He went the distance of our natural passibility, and by his innate 
authority he revealed what in us normally moves our will to be in his case 
movable by will. Our teacher clarifies precisely this point in the next line: 
“So why would anyone recount all the other instances, which are many? 
Through them, one who looks with divine insight will also know — in a way 
that is above mind — that the things affirmed of Jesus’s love of humanity 
have the force of a transcendent negation.” For the Word beyond being, 
assuming along with our nature everything that pertains to nature in ac- 
cordance with his indescribable conception, possessed nothing “affirmed” 
to be human with respect to the principle of human nature,*5 which was not 
also divine and equally denied by the mode that transcended nature. 

16. Knowledge of things “beyond intellectual understanding” subsists 
as something indemonstrable and has as its sole apprehension the faith of 
those who properly revere the mystery of Christ. Our teacher says in sum- 
mary of that mystery: “To put it concisely, he was not even human” since he 
was by nature free of natural necessity, not having been subject to the law 
of our generation; “not in the sense that he wasn’t a human being” because 
he “truly is human intrinsically in his entire substance”4° and embraced by 
nature things that are natural with us. “But in the sense that he was truly 
born human from human beings,” since he was same-in-substance with us, 
being human (as we are) but “while being beyond humanity,” circumscrib- 
ing nature by the novelty of modes (which we do not).*7 

17. And “he was truly born human from human beings while being be- 
yond humanity” since he possesses modes that transcend nature and prin- 
ciples that accord with nature joined with one another without damage. 
Their combination was impossible, but he for whom nothing is impossi- 
ble*? himself became their true union, and was a person in neither natural 
principle by itself, nor acting in one separately from the other, but rather 
confirming each through the other, since in truth he is both. 


44. Ps.-Dionysius, Fourth Letter (PTS 67: 161, 3-5 Heil/Ritter). 

45 In Greek, ouden eichen anthropinon physikoi logoi kataphaskomenon. 
46 Ps.-Dionysius, Fourth Letter (PTS 67: 160, 5 Heil/Ritter). 

47 Ps.-Dionysius, Fourth Letter (PTS 67: 161, 5-7 Heil/Ritter). 

48 Ps.-Dionysius, Fourth Letter (PTS 67: 161, 6-7 Heil/Ritter). 

49 See Luke 1:37; cf. Mark 10:27. 
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18. As God he was able to rouse his own humanity to action; as human 
he was the manifestation of his proper divinity. I would put it thus: he 
could suffer divinely (it being voluntary) since he was not merely human; 
but he could work wonders humanly (for it was accomplished through his 
flesh), since he was not merely God. Thus, his passions are marvelous, be- 
ing innovated by the naturally divine capacity of the one suffering them; 
his wonders involve suffering, being finished off by the naturally passi- 
ble capacity of the flesh of the one who worked them. Knowing this, our 
teacher says, “So then he did not perform divine acts as God would,” be- 
cause they were not done in purely divine fashion, separate from his flesh, 
for “he was not simply supersubstantial; nor did he perform human acts 
as a human would,” because they were not done in purely fleshly fashion, 
separate from his divinity, for “he was not simply human, but since he was 
God-made-man, he engaged for us in a new god-manly activity.”5° 

19. For by his assumption of flesh endowed with intellectual soul “he 
who is preeminently the lover of humankind truly became human” and 
possessed a divine activity rendered human by its connection to the fleshly 
in accordance with the indescribable union. So he fulfilled the divine plan 
for us in a “god-manly” way — that is, divinely and humanly all at once — and 
performing both divine and human acts. Or, to make it clearer, he “engaged 
in” an “activity” at one and the same time divine and human. 

20. Therefore, while our wise teacher formulated the affirmation of the 
union by his denial of the separation of divine and human activities with re- 
gard to each other, he did not ignore the natural difference between the things 
united. For the union precludes separation, but does not violate difference. 
Now, if the mode of union maintains the principle of difference intact, then 
the saint’s statement is a circumlocution signifying the dual activity of Christ 
by the appellation corresponding to his dual nature. In regard to nature and 
quality the substantial principles’ of things united is in no fashion diminished 
on account of their union. Our teacher does not, like some people, “produce 
the affirmation” of some middle term “by denying the extremes.”>* For there 
is no middle term in Christ that can be affirmed by denial of the extremes. 


50 Ps-Dionysius, Fourth Letter (PTS 67: 161, 8-10 Heil/Ritter). The Greek for “a new god- 
manly activity” is kainén tina ten theandriké energeian. 

51 In Greek, ousiodes ... logos. 

52 A quotation from Pyrrhus of Constantinople’s Dogmatic Tome (ACO 2.2: 608, 3-4 
Riedinger), which was written some years before he became patriarch in support of 
Sergius’s opinions. 
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21. “New” — as in, characteristic of a new mystery, the principle of 
which is the indescribable mode of combination. Who knows how God 
is incarnated and yet remains God? How, while remaining true God, is he 
true human - revealing himself as both by his natural subsistence, reveal- 
ing each through the other while being changed in neither? Faith alone 
accepts these things. With silence it honors the Word, to whose nature no 
principle of created beings clings. “God-manly” — not as in a simple activ- 
ity or some composite thing, not an activity that subsists naturally in bare 
divinity alone or in mere humanity alone, nor one that belongs to a com- 
posite nature that forms the mean between two extremes. No, he means an 
activity fitted to God who has been made a man, which is to say, a God who 
has perfectly and completely become human. 

22. Again, he did not say “single,”5+ “on the grounds that ‘new’ could 
not be understood otherwise than ‘single,’” as it has seemed to some!55 For 
the novelty pertains to quality, not quantity; otherwise it would necessarily 
introduce a corresponding nature as well, if in fact the principle of every 
nature’s substantial activity forms its definition. Not even a story teller 
would say that when contriving tales of goat-stags!5° If it were granted, 
though, how could one who has a single activity, and a natural one at that, 
accomplish by it both marvels and passions — since these differ from each 
other in the principles of their nature — without a negation that logically 
attends the destruction of his very condition?>’ For no being that keeps to 
the definition and principle of its nature can naturally accomplish oppos- 
ites by one and the same activity. 

23. Itis, therefore, impermissible to call the activity pertaining to Christ’s 
divinity and flesh “one” or “natural,” full stop, since divinity and flesh are 
not identical in natural quality. If they were, they would also be identical 
in nature, and the Trinity would become a quaternity! The Son did not be- 
cause of the union become identical with his flesh in any way in which he is 
identical with Father and Spirit because of their one substance — although 


53 Atheme Maximus explores at length in his Commentary on the Lord’s Prayer. 

54 In Greek, mian. 

55 Another quotation from Pyrrhus of Constantinople, Dogmatic Tome (ACO 2.2: 608, 1-2 
Riedinger). Pyrrhus’s claim is that “new” and “single” are synonymous. 

56 In Greek, tragelaphon mythois. This legendary creature was used by Plato as an example 
of creating images by collecting characteristics of existing objects (Republic VI, 488a), and 
by Aristotle as an example of something that can be imagined but does not exist in reality 
(On Interpretation 1, 16a16; Posterior Analytics 2.7, 9247). 

57 In Greek, dicha steréseos episymbainouses tei apogenesei tes hexeos. 
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he did render that naturally mortal flesh life-giving because of its union 
with him. If he had become so identical with his flesh, he would be shown 
to subsist in a mutable nature, and would have both altered the substance 
of the flesh into what it was not and made the union itself identical with 
nature. 

24. Let us understand “god-manly activity” as it was intended: “engag- 
ing” or even “spending his life” for us, not himself, he renewed our nature 
by means of things beyond nature. For a “way of life” is a life passed in ac- 
cordance with the law of nature. Our Lord was double in regard to nature, 
so it is reasonable that he was shown as having a corresponding life cling- 
ing simultaneously but without confusion** to both divine and human laws. 
This life was new, not merely because it was strange and astonishing to us 
on earth, or because it had not yet been perceived in the nature of beings, 
but also because it characterized the new activity of one who lives in a new 
fashion. Our teacher, having conceived of an appellation befitting this mys- 
tery, called it “god-manly” so that he might show the mode of exchange in 
keeping with that indescribable union, in which things naturally accruing 
to each part of Christ were interwoven into the other — but without alter- 
ation or confusion’? between parts in respect of their natural principles. 

25. Itis like when a sword is being tempered in fire. That which has the 
capacity to cut becomes capable of burning and that which has the capacity 
to burn capable of cutting (for just as the fire is united to the iron, so too is 
the fire’s burning capacity united to the iron’s cutting capacity). The iron 
becomes capable of burning by its union with the fire and the fire becomes 
capable of cutting by its union with the iron — but neither iron nor fire 
has suffered a change [in its substance] by the exchange that follows their 
union. Rather, even in gaining the property of the material combined with 
it in union, each material has remained unchanged as regards its own nat- 
ural property. So it is with the mystery of the divine incarnation: divinity 
and humanity were hypostatically united and neither natural activity was 
displaced because of the union, nor does either have an independent activ- 
ity after the union such as would be separable from the other to which it is 
joined and with which it now coexists. 

26. The incarnate Word held the passible capacity of his own humanity 
in combination with the whole active capacity of his proper divinity, in 


58 In Greek, asynchytos; perhaps another allusion to the Chalcedonian Definition. 
59 In Greek, chris ... metaboles kai symphyrseos. 
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accordance with their indissoluble union. Being God he worked wonders 
humanly, which were finished off through his naturally passible flesh. Be- 
ing human he divinely went the distance of natural passions, which were 
performed divinely in accordance with his innate authority. Better — he did 
both in a “god-manly” way, being God and human at the same time. By 
his wonders he returned us to ourselves, and we have been shown what we 
have become. By his sufferings he gave us to himself, since we had become 
what he showed. Through both together he confirmed the truth of the na- 
tures from which, in which, and which he is — that he alone is, and wishes 
to be confessed by us as, true and faithful. 

27. You saints, who have him taking shape in your speech and way of 
life, imitate his patience,® and, when you receive this document, show 
yourselves benevolent judges of the ideas I have expressed. Overcome the 
slips of your child with sympathy, I who expect this reward alone for my 
obedience, and become the mediators of my reconciliation with him as 


61 


you create the “peace that passes all understanding,”*' whose author is our 


Savior — who by means of their fixed habit of ethical virtue frees “those 


2962 


who fear him”® from the troubling of passions — and “Father of the age to 
come,”® who begets those who will “populate the world above” by the 
Spirit, through love and knowledge. ‘To him be “glory, magnificence, and 


power,”® with the Father and the Holy Spirit, unto the ages. Amen. 


60 Eph 5:1; 1 Tim 1:16. 61 Phil 4:7. 62 See Ps 24(25):14, etc. 63 Isa g:5. 
64 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 38.2, 9-10 (SChr 358: 106 Moreschini). 65 Jude 25. 
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Introduction by Jonathan L. Zecher 
Translation by Mark DelCogliano and Jonathan L. Zecher 


INTRODUCTION 


Opusculum 3 is another work that stems from Maximus’s involvement 
in the monoenergist and monothelite controversies." It is a fragment 
of a lost treatise that Maximus wrote, On the Activities and the Wills, to 
Thalassius. Thalassius is most likely the theologian known as “Thalassi- 
us the Libyan,” who composed works of ascetic theology, including the 
Centuries on Theology, now included in the Philokalia. He was a leader of 
monks in Carthage during the reign of Heraclius (610-641). Maximus 
wrote several of his most important works in response to Thalassius, 
including his massive Questions on Sacred Scripture (ca. 633), in which 
he expounds on sixty-five difficult passages in scripture that Thalassius 
had identified. Maximus wrote On the Activities and the Wills in the early 
640s, once he had fully entered the monothelite controversy. Only a few 
fragments of this treatise survive: chapter 50 (as Opusculum 2), chapter 
51 (the present Opusculum 3), and some quotations in the florilegium 
known as Opusculum 26b. 

Chapter 51 begins with the thesis that when “the fathers” referred 
to two wills in Christ, they had in mind “essential and natural laws” or 
“principles of the united entities,” rather than “deliberations.” The rest of 
the chapter defends that position through a series of reductio ad absurdum 
proofs directed against a statement Maximus claims (in a rare and enigmat- 
ic autobiographical statement) to have heard from some “false bishops” of 
the “party of Severus” when he debated them on Crete. This “Severus” is 


1 On Maximus and his involvement in these controversies see pp. 472-473. 
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undoubtedly Severus of Antioch (ca. 459/65-—538), the anti-Chalcedonian 
patriarch of Antioch, whose name Chalcedonian theologians frequently 
used as a shorthand for miaphysite Christology. Maximus assigns these 
bishops the position that will (theléma), activity (energeia), and person 
(bypostasis) are inseparable. Accordingly, one must deny two wills in Christ, 
because that would ultimately necessitate two persons and destroy the uni- 
ty of Christ. Against this, Maximus argues that making will, activity, and 
person interchangeable terms leads to absurdities. He instead posits (very 
subtly here, it must be said) that will goes with activity, and activity goes 
with nature. In the polemic against “Severus” it is possible to detect Max- 
imus nuancing his own Christological position, since as other texts in this 
collection show, he is adamant on the connection between will and activity. 
‘Thus, Maximus concludes that in Christ the duality of natures necessitates 
a duality of activities and wills, without, however, entailing opposition or 
separation. 

Maximus is really interested here in developing a distinction between 
“natural” (physikon) and “deliberative” (gndmikon) will. He affirms two nat- 
ural wills in Christ as necessary consequences of each nature having its own 
appropriate activity. He does not, however, affirm two deliberative wills, or 
as these are sometimes translated “gnomic” wills. In his early works Maxi- 
mus refers to Christ’s “deliberative will” and in his latest ones he denies its 
existence in Christ altogether. Here he denies a duality of “deliberations” 
but leaves the rest open. Thus, Opusculum 3 witnesses Maximus transition- 
ing to his final position that in Christ there are two natures, activities, and 
natural wills, but no deliberative will whatsoever. The seeds of that think- 
ing may be seen here, in Maximus’s admission that nothing natural opposes 
God, but that the beginning of sin and death was human beings’ delibera- 
tive will. The deliberative will is thus Maximus’s way of referring to mak- 
ing choices under the influence of strong emotional attachments, or in the 
absence of clear understanding. It is a description of human fallibility and 
our attempts to live with that fact. Such a mode of existence would seem to 
be problematic in Christ’s case. 

The translation is made from the edition of Francois Combefis, Sanc- 
ti Maximi Confessoris, Graecorum theologi eximiique philosophi, operum to- 
mus secondus (Paris: Ex Almi Galliae, 1675), 22-34, as reprinted in PG 
gt: 45b-56d. Column numbers of the PG edition are indicated in square 
brackets. 
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TRANSLATION 


From the Same Work, Chapter 51, That When the Fathers Said That 
There Were Two Wills in Christ, they Meant That There Were Two 
Natural Laws, not Two Deliberations.’ 


[45] Let no one criticize the doctrine that rejects the duality of delibera- 
tive wills? on the grounds that one finds nearly all the glorious teachers 
saying there are two wills. Nor for this reason should anyone in turn weigh 
anchor and sail his pious mind to one will in the manner of Severus, lest 
he make one evil follow upon another, I mean make confusion follow upon 
division.* For it was not in reference to deliberative wills that the divinely 
inspired fathers spoke of quantity, but in reference to natural wills, having 
rightly called “wills” the essential and natural laws and principles of the 
united entities. For indeed they did not have in mind the deliberative de- 
sires of a particular human being [which operates] by mental movements, 
but rather the natural desire of the flesh endowed with intellectual soul 
that has a natural capacity for yearning® to exist and which is both naturally 
moved and formed by the Word towards the fulfillment of the economy — 
this they wisely designated as “will,” without which it is impossible for the 
human nature to exist. 

For natural will is the desiderative capacity for natural existence and 
contains all the properties that essentially belong to an entity’s nature. [48] 
In accordance with this, the natural disposition to will is always rooted in 
that which wills by nature. Now the natural capacity to will and willing’ 
are not the same thing, just as the natural capacity to speak and speaking 
are not the same thing. For that which has the capacity to speak is disposed 
by nature [to speak], but does not always speak, since what belongs to the 
substance is contained in the principle of its nature, but what belongs to 
choice is shaped by the deliberation of the speaker. Accordingly, the natural 
capacity to speak always belongs to nature, whereas the precise manner in 
which one speaks belongs to the hypostasis. The same holds true for the 
natural capacity to will and willing. 


2 In Greek, gnomas. 3 In Greek, ton gnomikon thelematon. 

4 Maximus likens the affirmation of a duality of deliberative wills to the Nestorian position 
of dividing Christ’s natures and that of one will to the miaphysite position of confusing 
Christ’s natures. 

5 In Greek, orexin. 6 In Greek, epheseos. 7 In Greek, to pephykenai thelein and thelein. 
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If the natural disposition to will and willing are not the same thing (for 
as I said, the former belongs to the substance, whereas the latter to the 
choice of the one who wills), then as a human being the incarnate Word 
had the natural capacity to will, which was moved and formed by his div- 
ine will. For “his willing,” says the great Gregory, “involved nothing con- 
trary to God, but is wholly deified.”* But if deified, it was clearly deified by 
the union with the one who is deifying, and the one deifying and the one 
being deified are surely two, not one and the same in nature. For the one 
who deifies and the one who is deified belong to the category of relatives, 
and relatives are by nature co-introduced with each other, and the one is 
co-conceived with the other. 

So then, since he is naturally disposed [to will] by nature, the Savior who 
wills even his own recoil before death along with the rest of the passions 
is shown as a human being in a fleshly manner, disclosing the economy 
purified of every illusion and redeeming our nature from the sufferings 
to which it had been condemned because of sin. Then again, he indicates 
the impulse [toward death], having in his flesh put death to death, so that 
both as a human being he may show that our natural disposition is saved 
in himself and as God show that the Father’s ineffable and great wish is 
fulfilled in a bodily manner. For he became a human being not primarily 
that he might suffer, but that he might save. For this reason he says, “Fa- 
ther, if possible, let this cup pass from me. But let not my will, but your 
will be done.”? Here he shows by his recoil the impulse of the human will, 
but by his agreement the impulse of the divine will, existing and formed in 
accordance with the intertwining of the natural principle with the mode of 
the economy. For incarnation is a vivid demonstration not only of nature 
but also of economy, I mean, not only of the natural principle of the united 
entities but also of the mode of the hypostatic union that both confirms 
and renews the natures, without change and confusion.’ But he does not 
pray for the same thing in the same respect to be both deactivated and 
activated — that is absurd. For the Son’s will is by nature that of the Father. 
So then, as a human being the Savior had a natural will, which was formed, 
not opposed, by his divine will. For nothing natural is ever in any way op- 
posed to God, so long as it does not involve deliberation. Thus too, [49] a 


8 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 30.12, 5-6 (SChr 250: 248 Gallay/Jourjon). 
9 Matt 26:39; Luke 22:42. 10 An allusion to the Chalcedonian Definition. 
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division of persons appears," if the opposition is according to nature, since 
the maker who has made something that by nature fights against him has 
only himself to blame. 

How could the incarnate Word have truly become a human being if he 
lacked what especially characterizes our nature as rational? For what is 
deprived of voluntary movement according to desire would have no share 
in any vital capacity. And what does not have vital capacity from its nature 
clearly possesses no soul of any kind, without which the flesh could never 
subsist. Therefore, if, according to Severus, the Word incarnate according 
to hypostasis did not possess a natural will as a human being, then he made 
the economy illusory by the mere appearance of flesh, but did not fulfill 
it by nature with flesh endowed with rational soul and intellect. For if he 
were truly lacking a natural will as a human being, he did not truly become 
a complete human being. And if he did not truly become a complete human 
being, he did not become a human being at all. For what existence is there 
for an incomplete nature, which lacks a principle? 

So then, the objective of Severus and his followers is, by [attributing to 
Christ] as it were some utterly defective nature, to expel the nature assumed 
in the ineffable union, and to ratify the filth of Mani’s illusion, Apollinarius’s 
confusion, and Eutyches’s conflation of substances. For I remember, when I 
was dwelling on the island of Crete, that some false bishops from the party 
of Severus quarreled with me. I heard, “For this reason we do not confess 
two activities in Christ in accordance with the Tome of Leo: because wills 
follow upon activities, by which a duality of persons is necessarily intro- 
duced. Nor again do we confess a single activity that cannot be regarded 
as simple. Instead we profess, in accordance with Severus, that a single will 
and every divine and human activity proceeds from one and the same God 
the Word incarnate.” [52] Io these one might bitterly assign that part of 
the prophecy: “Oh, Oh, flee from the land of the north; be saved in Zion, 
you who dwell in the daughter of Babylon.” For “the land of the north” 
is truly like the mind of Severus, a gloomy place deprived of the dwelling 
of divine light. The “daughter of Babylon” is the confused teaching of false 
doctrines wickedly engendered from that most despicable habit that clings 
to him, which those who have turned away from the light of knowledge 
“dwell in” and do not wish to be saved by conversion to “Zion,” I mean 


11 A charge laid against Nestorius below. 12 Zech 2:6-7. 
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the church. For Severus’s argument, when investigated, fights against both 
the theology and the economy." For if, according to Severus, wills follow 
naturally upon activities, and persons are introduced by two wills, just as 
effects [follow upon] causes — what sort of demonstration this is I won’t 
say! — then clearly according to him for every person there is a will and 
a corresponding activity is always introduced with it. For Severus’s logic, 
holding the category of relation as an indissoluble relationship makes the 
things related equally interdependent. 

Therefore, since “will” when said without qualification is polyvalent, 
[there are several possibilities.] If natural wills are introduced interde- 
pendently with persons, then, according to Severus, the blessed monad will 
also be a triad of natures. But if deliberative wills [are introduced inter- 
dependently with persons], then the monad will certainly be at odds with 
itself, since as a triad of persons it would not agree with their wills. And 
certainly, if there is a single will of the supersubstantial Trinity, it will be a 
single-personed divinity with three names." 

And again, if, according to Severus’s proposition, will always follows 
upon activity, and a person is introduced together with it, then necessarily 
when the activity is destroyed both the will that follows upon it and the 
person introduced with it will be destroyed together with the activity. But 
if the will is destroyed together with the activity and the person together 
with the will, then, according to Severus, Christ will be non-existent.'s For 
when the will is destroyed together with the activity, the person introduced 
together with the will has been destroyed together with it. 

And again, if, according to Severus, wills always follow upon activities, 
and persons are introduced together with the wills, when he says that 
“every divine and human activity proceeds from one and the same God 
the Word incarnate,” [53] then he must mean that every will (clearly both 
divine and human) will always be produced from “one and the same Word 
incarnate,” since will follows upon activities along with persons introduced 
with them in equal number. And no argument can deny this. 

According to Severus, then, by the destruction of his natural activities 
Christ will be without substance,"® and by the erroneous ascription of a 


13 That is, the account of God the Word per se and the account of God the Word in the 
incarnation. 

14 The Greek here is monoprosopos estai theotes trionymos. The position described here is 
Monarchianism, also known as Sabellianism. 

15 In Greek, anhypostatos. 16 In Greek, anousios. 
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single [activity] he will be without a will and without existence,’’ and by 
every additional product of both his divine and human activity he will be 
both multi-willed and multi-personed." Or to put the point more properly, 
he will be both infinitely willed and infinitely personed.’? For Severus hav- 
ing said “every activity” has signaled a countless quantity. 

Therefore, in keeping with the interdependence necessitated by the pro- 
posal of Severus, his’? account of theology collapses since he has intro- 
duced Arian polytheism, Sabellian atheism, and a nature of divinity that 
fights against itself in a way that smacks of Hellenic paganism.* And in 
keeping with his proposal, clearly his?? account of the economy is corrupt- 
ed, with the one Christ being without substance, without will, without ex- 
istence. And again the same one as he grows older ends up infinitely willed 
and infinitely personed. What could be more impious than this? 

Do you see where the rule of Severus leads those who are persuaded by 
it? For such is every doctrine that lacks the truth as its unshakeable foun- 
dation. But when you say, my fine fellow, that Christ has one will, in what 
sense are you saying this and what sort of thing do you mean? If you mean 
Christ’s natural will, you have alienated him by nature from his Father and 
his mother, because he has been united to neither of them in substance, 
since Christ belongs to neither of them by nature. And how, when you say 
this, do you escape the danger of polytheism? But if you mean his delibera- 
tive will, it will be characteristic of his hypostasis alone. For the deliberative 
will is distinctive to the person,” and so it will be demonstrated clearly that 
Christ has a will that is different’ from that of the Father and the Spir- 
it, and that he will fight against them both. Now if you mean the will of 
his divinity alone, then the divinity will be subject to passion, being given 
over, contrary to nature, to food and drink. But if you mean the will of his 
humanity alone, then it will not be naturally efficacious. For how could it 
be, since it is merely human? His display of miracles would be shown to be 
monstrous. 

But if his will is by nature common to both, how can the will [55] be 
common by nature to things different in nature? Or if you mean that his 


17 In Greek, aboulos kai anhypostatos. 18 In Greek, poluboulos te kai poluprosopos. 

19 In Greek, apeiroboulos te kai apeiroprosopos. 20 Reading autou for auto. 

21 In Greek, hellenikos. Maximus likely has in mind Homeric and Hesiodic conflicts among 
gods, titans, and the like. 

22 Reading autou for auto. 23 In Greek, prosopou gar aphoristikon. 

24 In Greek, heteroboulos. 
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will is wholly composite, then you are on the verge of a novel myth and 
fiction. For what is a composite will anyway? Again, you have alienated 
him from the Father since you characterize only the composite hypostasis 
by this composite will. Accordingly, then, when the Word came he would 


26 


uproot “every plant that the Father did not plant.”*5 For it is not his nature 


to acquire a field that belongs to another.*® 

But as it seems Severus denied the natural will of Christ’s humanity, not 
realizing that the more proper and primary trait of every exceedingly ra- 
tional nature is its movement according to appetite.*? Our fathers, having 
seen this, splendidly confessed a difference between the natural wills in 
Christ, but not of deliberative wills. For they would have never affirmed a 
difference between deliberative wills in Christ, lest he have two aims and 
intentions,”* and, so to speak, fight against himself by discord of thoughts; 
and lest for this reason they proclaim that he is two-personed.”? At any rate 
they knew that both the entry of sin and our separation from God had hap- 
pened in the life in accordance with this difference between the deliberative 
wills alone. For in no other way is evil established except in the difference 
between our willing by deliberation and the divine will. Along with this dif- 
ference, a corresponding quantity, and the number indicative of it, is neces- 
sarily introduced, which shows the antipathy of our deliberative will to God. 

So then, the objective of Nestorius and Severus is the same in terms 
of impiety, though the manner is different. For the former flees the hy- 
postatic union over worries about confusion and so makes the difference 
between substances into a division of persons. But the latter denies the 
difference between substances over worries about division and so turns 
the hypostatic union into a confusion of natures. We must confess neither 
confusion nor division in Christ, but rather the union of things different 
in substance and the difference between things hypostatically united, so 
that both the principle of the substances and the manner of union may be 
piously proclaimed. Both Nestorius and Severus, having torn both these 
affirmations apart — the former endorsing only the union of deliberative 
qualities, whereas the latter only the difference between natural qualities 
after union — have fallen from the truth of things. The former brazenly 
condemns the mystery to division and the latter to confusion. 


25 Matt 15:13. 26 Perhaps an allusion to Matt 27:7. 27 In Greek, kat’ ephesin. 
28 In Greek, dignomon kai diboulon. 29 In Greek, diprosopon. 


499 


30 


Maximus the Confessor, Opusculum 6 


Introduction and Translation by Jonathan L. Zecher 


INTRODUCTION 


Opusculum 6 is another work of Maximus that stems from his involvement 
in the monoenergist and monothelite controversies discussed in the in- 
troduction to Ambiguum 31 to John. Opusculum 6, “Concerning the state- 
ment, ‘Father, if possible, let this cup pass from me,” dates to 640 or 641. 
By that time Maximus was thoroughly embroiled in combating mono- 
thelitism. This position — which maintained that Christ had only one will 
(thelema) — grew out of the somewhat vaguer and perhaps more concilia- 
tory monoenergist position. When Heraclius promulgated the Ekthesis in 
638, the deliberately nebulous language of the Ps@phos gave way to a more 
definitive statement of the singularity of Christ’s activity and will. Maximus 
had already objected to monoenergism, and now all the more strongly to 
monothelitism. He argued that the distinction of human and divine wills 
in Christ did not imply their opposition, and this claim is most tested in 
Jesus’s prayer in Gethsemane (Matthew 26:39-40). 

In this brief tractate Maximus writes to a monothelite, though we can- 
not know whom. He builds his reading of Matthew through a statement 
of Gregory of Nazianzus, whom Maximus regards as the greatest of the 
church’s teachers. The key is Gregory’s distinction between “the human 
being, understood as we are” and “the human being, understood as the 
Savior is.” That is, Christ is human but, through the union of divine and 
human natures, a totally unique one. Specifically, his human will, like his 
human flesh and everything that pertains to it, has been “deified” through 
that union. Thus, Maximus argues that the act of praying must have a sin- 
gle subject — the incarnate Word in both his natures — and so it cannot be 
divided between a “human” and a “divine” subject. Rather, both declining 


1 See pp. 472-473 in this volume. 


500 


Maximus the Confessor, Opusculum 6 


the cup and accepting the Father’s will belong to the same incarnate Word, 
and manifest not an opposition of wills but merely their distinction. Maxi- 
mus is at pains to show that a monothelite reading leads to absurdities and, 
especially, to the conclusion either that the Son wills something opposed 
to the Father, or that Father and Son together will an outcome contrary to 
the salvific purposes of God. 

Of particular note is Maximus’s correlation of emotional states such as 
fear to volitional stances. The strongly emotive language of Matthew’s 
gospel had long proven a difficulty for Christian apologists, since the 
ascription of emotion — let alone fear — to divinity is philosophically prob- 
lematic, and even the ascription of fear to Jesus suggests a lack of emotional 
self-control. In later years Maximus strove to redeem Christ’s fear in Geth- 
semane (especially in the Disputation with Pyrrhus, 645), but for now he 
thoroughly rejects the idea since it implies an opposition between Jesus’s 
will and the Father’s. 

The translation is made from the edition of Francois Combefis, Sanc- 
ti Maximi Confessoris, Graecorum theologi eximiique philosophi, operum to- 
mus secondus (Paris: Ex Almi Galliae, 1675), 22-33, as reprinted in PG g1: 
65A-68D. Column numbers of the PG edition are indicated in square 
brackets. 


TRANSLATION 


Concerning the Statement, “Father, if Possible, Let 
this Cup Pass from me” 


Perhaps you take the statement, “Father, if possible, let this cup pass from 


9 


me,”? [65B] as demonstrating the recoil’ of the human being, “under- 
stood,” as the divine Gregory says, “not as our Savior is (for his willing, 
being wholly deified, involved nothing contrary to God), but rather as we 
are, in that the human will does not always follow God, but usually resists 
and struggles against him.”4 In that case, what do you make of the rest of 


the prayer, that is, “Not what I will, but rather let your will be done”?5 Does 


2 Matt 26:39. 

3 In Greek, systole. This word is used by Stoics to describe the soul’s movement in the breast 
when experiencing certain pathé, such as distress (/ypé) or fear (phobos). It is, therefore, the 
physiological manifestation of the grip of pathos. 

4 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 30.12, 5-8 (SChr 250: 248 Gallay/Jourjon). 

5 Matt 26:39. 


501 


PART II: CHRISTOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVES AFTER CONSTANTINOPLE II 


this show recoil or courage? The utmost agreement or defiance? No one 
with half a brain would deny that the prayer shows neither resistance nor 
cowardice, but rather full accord and agreement. 

Now, if it does show perfect accord and agreement, to whom [65C] 
would you expect that it pertains? As pertaining to the human being under- 
stood “as we are” or “as the Savior is”? If the former — “as we are” — then 
our teacher’s statement about him errs in declaring that “the human will 
does not always follow God, but usually resists and struggles against him.” 
If it follows, it does not resist; if it resists, it does not follow. For each is 
annulled by and yields to the other [68A] as opposites. But if you take the 
prayer — “Not what I will, but rather let your will be done” — as pertain- 
ing to the human being understood not “as we are” but “as the Savior is,” 
then you have confessed the utmost agreement of Christ’s human will with 
his divine will, which is also his Father’s. You have also affirmed two wills 
belonging to the one who is dual in nature, since both willing and activity 
exist at the level of nature. In neither, then, does Christ have opposition of 
any sort, even though he maintains in everything the natural difference be- 
tween the natures from which, in which, and which the same one is. 

Perhaps, however, you feel constrained by these considerations and may 
proceed to say that the statement “Not [68B] what I will” pertains neither 
to the human being understood “as we are” nor to the human being under- 
stood “as the Savior is,” but instead, by way of denial, you say that it is to be 
referred to the only-begotten Son’s beginningless divinity, which precludes 
his independently willing anything contrary to the Father. If so, it follows 
by necessity that you are referring what was willed — namely, the declining 
of the cup — to the same beginningless divinity. For even if you maintain 
that his denial includes the negation of his independently willing anything, 
it does not include the exclusion of that which was willed, since it is impos- 
sible to negate simultaneously both the only-begotten Son independently 
willing something contrary to the Father and that which was willed. Why? 
Because in that case, the choice of the will common to both Father and Son 
would in every way be the denial of that which was willed by God — our 
salvation, which is something willed by God by his own nature.° And if it is 
impossible to negate both at once, it is clear that if you decide to deny any 
independent willing, that you are making a claim about Father and Son’s 
[68C] shared will and not a denial of what was willed, namely, the declining 


6 See x Tim 2:4. 
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of the cup. Indeed, you will ascribe that declining to their shared begin- 
ningless divinity, to which, by way of negation, you referred the act of will. 

If this idea seems execrable to you, then clearly his denial here (that 
is, the statement “Not what I will”) in every way excludes opposition and 
demonstrates the agreement of the Savior’s human will with his divine will 
(which is also his Father’s), since the whole Word became substantial with 
our whole nature and thereby deified it wholly. So, since he became “as we 
are” for our sake, he was saying, “Let not mine, but your will prevail,”’ to 
God, his own Father, in a manner appropriate to human beings. He who 
is by nature God has as a human being the fulfillment of the divine will’ as 
his own choice.? 

[68D] Therefore, let him who by nature both wills and enacts our sal- 
vation be known in both natures, from which, in which, and of which he is 
a hypostasis. Let it be known on the one hand that he joins the Father and 
the Spirit in approving the plan of salvation, and on the other that for it 
he “became obedient” to the Father “even unto death, death on a cross,”"° 
and that he himself accomplished through his flesh the great mystery of the 
divine plan for us. 


7 Luke 22:42. 8 In Greek, thelematos. 9 In Greek, thelesin. 10 Phil 2:8. 
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Introduction and Translation by Jonathan L. Zecher 


INTRODUCTION 


Opusculum 7 is another work of Maximus that stems from his involvement 
in the monoenergist and monothelite controversies discussed in the intro- 
duction to Ambiguum 31 to John. Opusculum 7 dates to 641 and so is the 
latest of the texts included here. Unlike Opusculum 6, this is a lengthy and 
highly developed “dogmatic book,” which Maximus sent to one Marinus, a 
deacon. We know little about Marinus’s identity, but Maximus wrote several 
letters and texts to him. In Opuscudum 7 Maximus defends both a fully dyo- 
thelite position and a hermeneutic for reading authoritative theological texts. 
As is clear from his fondness for expositing Gregory of Nazianzus, the latter 
argument is central. Opusculum 7 responds to the Ekthesis (638), which was 
the definitive statement of monothelitism, holding that in Christ there are 
two natures but one activity (energeia) and one will (thelema).* Against this 
Maximus holds that will is a capacity and process irremovable from activity, 
and that activity, in turn, is nature (physis) in action. Put differently, human 
beings share a common human nature, of which things like rational thought, 
deliberative choice, and self-determination constitute the activity. One of 
those things is will. The same is true for the divine nature of which human 
nature is an image. Thus, Maximus argues, to speak of two natures in Christ 
is to imply two activities and two wills. To do otherwise is to imply either an 
abrogation of one or the other nature, such that it is lacking something inher- 
ent, or a fusion of natures in the person of Christ. Chalcedonian Christology 
demands the rejection of both conclusions and so Maximus concludes that 
two activities and two wills, at once interwoven and distinct, must be inferred 
in the incarnation. 


1 See pp. 472-473 in this volume. 
2 The Ekthesis is translated in this volume on pp. 466-471. 
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In the course of his argument Maximus enlists the support of Gregory 
of Nazianzus (as he had before in Opusculum 6),3 and returns to the tricky 
“new god-manly activity” of the Fourth Letter of pseudo-Dionysius,* which 
he had explored at length in Ambiguum 5.5 Moreover, Maximus attempts to 
interpret an even trickier statement from Cyril of Alexandria’s Commentary 
on John, with mixed results. These passages are among those adduced by 
monothelites in support of their position. Maximus cannot ignore or reject 
them, however, because he is as committed to patristic authority as any. 
Thus, we see him working diligently to find ways to harmonize Cyril and 
pseudo-Dionysius with a dyothelite position. Having done so, however, 
Maximus draws from them a hermeneutical principle: when reading the 
fathers one will come across expressions that imply fusion or singularity of 
activity or will; such expressions are to be accepted if genuine, but inter- 
preted as agreeing with other expressions that imply duality. 

The translation is made from the edition of Francois Combefis, Sancti 
Maximi Confessoris, Graecorum theologi eximiique philosophi, operum tomus sec- 
ondus (Paris: Ex Almi Galliae, 1675), 34-46, as reprinted in PG 91: 69B-80B. 
Column numbers of the PG edition are indicated in square brackets. 


TRANSLATION 
A Dogmatic Book Sent to Marinus the Deacon in Cyprus 


[69B] I was hardly more astounded at the modesty of your great piety 
than I was astonished at the courage of your exceeding zeal, all-holy min- 
ister of God and all-wise initiate and mystagogue of his mysteries. For 
by your sacred interweaving of both, you have obtained perfection in all 
good things. According to your piety you have become wholly God’s in 
everything, through your fulfillment of his divine commandments. Be- 
cause of the extreme abundance of your poverty among those whose souls’ 
matter-loving disposition, like mine, inch along as worms in the muck of 
impure passions, you are considered whole. At the same time you have 
acquired a rational steadfastness for yourself, [69C] for nothing is strong- 
er than voluntary poverty for the solidification and preservation of good 
things. Voluntary poverty lays a firm foundation for divine edifications in 


3 Translated in this volume on pp. 500-503. 
4 Translated in this volume on pp. 191-193. 
5 Translated in this volume on pp. 480-49. 
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the soul. By everything else conducive to beauty, this foundation becomes 
the patron of salvation since it leads, by vivid demonstration rather than a 
teacher’s invitation, those who wisely adjust both their intellect and life to 
yours to the greatness of virtue through lofty abasement. 

By your zeal, I say, you have the full fervor of the Spirit and have obtained 


that fire in “the earth of your heart” 


which the Word came to cast upon 
it,” the Word who kindles all our wretched condition and movement and is 
by nature a lover of goodness and a lover of humankind. With it you burn 
up those who out of error and ignorance rave after matter and idle chatter 
in wicked practice [69D] and contaminated speech. [72A] You thoroughly 
convict their derangement and futility by putting forth the blessed lamp 
unquenchably lit in you® in accord with divine knowledge and virtue. You 
warm those who, because of a frosted, dim-lit lamplight, had been chilled 
to freezing, with the bright-shining rays of divine words. With these you 
drive off and dissolve the night and transform utter recoil? into supreme 
courage and strength. Further still, “you enlighten from the eternal moun- 
tains”'® — I mean, from the immaterial words and teachings of the fathers 
that surpass every power and knowledge of every sense perception — those 
who long for light, who (and this is clearly so) by the taste of wisdom, have 
already been well molded through hope toward that which is desirable by 
nature. You conduct and piously lead them to the total transformation that 
comes through experience. 

[72B] For nothing so exemplifies the work of your divine priesthood as 
your steadfast zeal mingled with piety toward God and the reason" natu- 
rally planted in us that rouses and maintains it. The Word prepares us to 
perform and wisely guides us in those things which the one who is first by 
nature also exhorts for our ascent to him, for complete and perfect resto- 
ration through holy works and good teachings, and for flight and turning 
away from those who would cause us to err in this sacred ascent. 

[72C] Anyway, what else so swiftly wrecks and, as it were, reduces to 
ruins this (by “this,” of course, I mean our journey to the Word), except 
the dreadful betrayal of people who now hound those traveling the “royal 


6 A favorite phrase of pseudo-Macarius (or “Symeon”), whose homilies Maximus knew. 
7 See Luke 12:49. 8 See Matt 5:14-16 and Luke 8:16-18. 
9 In Greek, systolé; the sensation or movement of soul associated with the experience of 
terror. See Maximus, Opusculum 6, p. 501 in this volume. 
10 Ps 75(76):5. 11 Or, “the Word” - in Greek, Jogos. 


506 


Maximus the Confessor, Opusculum 7 


road”” of the fathers’ divine dogmas? Who neither know nor wish to know 
how to avert the deviations of those who unhappily steer to either side, 
either to the pit of mixture or the chasm of division?"3 [73A] For that can 
only be achieved by the grace of the all-holy Spirit that wisely takes by the 
hand those who press on in prayer, through the unadulterated and ortho- 
dox faith, to guide them unto the “perfect” face-to-face “knowledge” and 
initiation “of our great God and Savior of the universe Jesus Christ.”'5 For 
distorting the pious glory that surrounds him and which is his is nothing 
short of betrayal, which, by admitting the confession and teaching of the 
heterodox, sells Christ out, unto the denial of his all-holy flesh that he took 
from us. Not just a betrayal, no, it is the overthrow of the entire divine 
plan! It is a betrayal weightier than the one that the Word first endured 
when living with us in the flesh, insofar as the knowledge of his divinity and 
the truth of his humanity have become manifestly more perfect to all peo- 
ple: [73B] this knowledge and truth embrace “the bounds of the inhabited 
world”” by the resounding proclamation of the holy fathers who announce 
this truth. It is everywhere confessed with certainty and rightly believed 
by all, according to the explanation of the teachers ordained by God, that 
one of the holy and same-in-substance Trinity,’? the only-begotten Son, 
being complete God by nature, became a complete human being by choice; 
that he in truth took flesh, same-in-substance with ours, from the holy 
and ever-virgin Mother of God; that his flesh was endowed with rational 
and intellectual soul; and, having indeed inseparably united it to himself 
hypostatically, he remains one during the union just as he was before it. 
Now, he is not uncompounded with respect to hypostasis. That is, 
though he is simple with respect to nature [73C] (since he remained God, 
same-in-substance with the Father), yet again, he is double, since he be- 
came flesh, so that in the duality of his natures he would be kin with the 
extremes [of humanity and divinity], and preserve the natural difference 
between his respective parts. At the same time, by the unicity of his person, 


12 Num 20:17, connoting a straight and well-maintained road, an image Maximus (like 
many Christian writers) exploits to describe “orthodox theology” in the face of heresies 
characterized as “extremes.” Resonances with Aristotelian ideas of virtues as “means” are 
also audible. 

13 These are, presumably, veiled references to miaphysite and “Nestorian” Christologies, 
respectively. 

14 1 Cor 13:12; see Eph 4:13. 15 Titus 2:13. 16 Ps 18(19):5. 

17 Maximus’s language recalls Justinian’s Edict on the Orthodox Faith, a selection of which is 
translated in this volume on pp. 317-340. 
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he would preserve the personal difference with respect to the extremes 
since he is one and only one, and is absolutely identical in each part. Finally, 
by the flawlessness of his natural and substantial indistinguishability with 
respect to them (I mean, the two extremes), he would be complete in both: 
the same one, at once God and human being. Those who impiously dog- 
matize the diminution of things that naturally belong to Christ introduce 
incompleteness as well as the exclusion of those things he suffered natural- 
ly. For if Christ does not unfailingly maintain the property of each nature — 
“without sin alone”"* (according to our divine fathers) — from which and in 
which the incarnate [73D] Word properly is following the union, then he 
is a deficient God since he is an utterly incomplete God; and he is likewise 
a deficient human being, since he is quite diminished in natural properties. 

We must not, on the pretext of keeping the union unharmed in any- 
thing and only joining things’? [pertaining to each nature] hypostatically 
into one, corrupt their existence by denying both his natural will and his 
substantial activity. There are two possibilities. [76A] First, if we imagine 
him as a whole composed of parts, we will melt the two substantial wills 
and the corresponding natural activities down to mold them synthetically 
into a single will and single activity, like in some myth. In that case he will 
be revealed in every way a stranger and alien to communion both with the 
Father and with us, since the Father does not have a naturally composite 
will or activity,*° and neither do we. For items that are in a subject*' have 
no composition, because on their own and outside of the underlying sub- 
stance they are not even considered to be subsistent at all. Moreover, it is 
hideous and repulsive that for the sake of Christ’s kinship with both divine 
and human, people sever above from below by distance, and cut in half the 
natures united inseparably and hypostatically. 

[76B] Alternatively, if we safeguard undefiled both the will and the activ- 
ity substantially pertaining to the divine nature of the incarnate Word, we 
end up denying and even expelling these things from his human substance. 


18 Heb 4:15. 19 In Greek, pragmata. 

20 In Greek, hos ou syntheton ekeinou kata physin echontos theléma é energeian. 

21 In Greek, en hypokeimendi. This is Aristotelian terminology for items in categories other 
than that of substance: see Categories II (1az20-1bg). According to Aristotle, predicates 
corresponding to items in the category of substance (e.g. Socrates, human being) are said 
of a subject; those corresponding to items in the accidental categories (e.g. walks, is pale) 
are said to be im a subject. Maximus implies that all accidental forms are simple and not 
independently subsistent. 
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Thus, we will undermine the transcendent union, because it lacks what is 
necessary for a unitary person, since flesh endowed with rational and intel- 
lectual soul — which is to say our being and nature — neither exists at all nor 
is preserved whole in the Word. For where is there a nature, and what sort 
would it be, that suffers the exclusion of its natural properties? 

[76C] If, then, our Lord was lacking in these things, or one of them, 
which are natural to the flesh, he would not be fully flesh or fully a human 
being. Let those who say such things demonstrate that he is a human being 
according to nature — fully a human being, that is — without [will and ac- 
tivity]. Or else it is clear, since that is impossible, that the Word incarnate 
did not become a human being, since he was deprived of some or all of 
those things that accord with human nature. How could he have been, and 
by what principle, since the nature lacks no such things? Rather, he would 
have been something else that is in every respect foreign to our being and 
unknown. Or if that which he is said to have become”? was substantially 
united with him from the beginning and descended with him from heav- 
en, what then of his descent to us? We then have certainly not joined him 
through his holy flesh, since, though united hypostatically, [76D] it was 
not assumed from our being! Then the whole thing was a mirage, not the 
substance of flesh but a mere shape striking the senses. Then he would 
not be the “first-fruit”*3 of our race, which unifies “the lump”*4 by grace*5 
and breaks down all the divisions, the cause of which was ancient Adam’s 
transgression, and because of which death was handed down as nature’s 
condemnation. Why, then, do they grudge us perfect salvation and confes- 
sion? Why do they string along these oh-so-inescapable syllogisms against 
us, and say that activities entail wills, and that the latter in turn entail oppo- 
sition, and thereby introduce agents who will opposing things? 

[77A] Whence, and how, do they make such sophisms? If I could answer 
that, I could forgo refuting their conclusions! Is it only that they wanted 
to inquire and learn that they have done such things and formulated a 
new exposition of faith, this Ekthesis?? If they did this unwillingly, then 
who introduced compulsion? This will that they gained after the fact, one 
certainly not present prior to but only after it occurred, whence, and from 


22 That is, flesh. 23 Rom 11:16; cf. 1 Cor 15:23. 24 Rom 11:16; cf. Gal 5:9. 

25 Compare Maximus’s use of these same passages in Ambiguum 31.9. 

26 In Greek, tén kainen ekthesin, a reference to the Ekthesis promulgated by the emperor 
Heraclius and the patriarch Sergius in 638, which Maximus and others treated as making 
monothelitism imperial doctrine. It is translated in this volume on pp. 466-471. 
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whom, did it come? Who is forced to have the will’? to do something when 
it is already accomplished, so that what is done is both accomplished con- 
trary to his choice** and assented to against his purpose?*? How again, if the 
Word made flesh did not naturally will as a human being and accomplish 
everything in accordance with nature, did he voluntarily and by choice? 
accept hunger, thirst, pain, toil, sleep, and everything else? [77B] For the 
Word that shares the transcendent and boundless nature with the Father 
and Spirit does not as such will or accomplish these things — although, just 
as the divine guide of Nyssa, the great Gregory, says, “As God he author- 
itatively gave when he wished an opportunity to nature to accomplish its 
own actions.”3' For if he himself willed these things only as God and not as 
a human being, then either the divine is by nature a body; or else he by a 
change of substance became flesh through loss of his own proper divinity; 
or else flesh, in his case, was not rationally ensouled but was wholly lifeless 
and irrational. 

Otherwise, if indeed his flesh was rationally ensouled, it was also pos- 
sessed of a natural will — for every naturally rational being is also always 
naturally possessed of will.3* And if as a human being he had a natural will, 
then he substantially willed [77C] the very things that he as God by nature 
implanted naturally in nature for its constitution when he created it. For he 
did not come to counterfeit the nature which he himself as God and Word 
had made. Rather, he came to deify thoroughly the nature that by his will, 
in the Father’s good pleasure and the Spirit’s cooperation, he united to 
himself in one and the same hypostasis, along with everything that pertains 
to nature, except for sin. 

Thus, as God by nature he willed things that are by nature divine and 
the Father’s, for he was of one will with his [BoA] Begetter. As a human 
being by nature he himself willed things that are by nature human and 
kept the divine plan, which in nowise opposed the Father’s will, free of 
every delusion. Neither anything natural nor nature itself would ever op- 
pose the cause of a nature, not even deliberation and whatever pertains to 


27 In Greek, to thelema. 28 In Greek, para thelesin. 29 In Greek, para boulesin. 

30 In Greek, thelon. 

31 The words “as God he authoritatively” are not found anywhere, but the rest of the 
quotation comes from Gregory of Nyssa’s fourth Oration on the Beatitudes (GNO 7.2: 
114, 7-8 Callahan). Gregory says this in reference to Christ’s hunger during his forty 
days in the wilderness (Matt 4:2). 

32 In Greek, theleétikon. 
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deliberation,3} at least when it agrees with the principle of a nature. Should 
someone claim that something natural opposes God, he levels a charge at 
God rather than nature, since God would have implanted warfare naturally 
in beings for strife with him and the war of all against all. 

It is clear from the fact that natural things were made by him at their 
conception that nothing natural opposes God, and so we have [80B] no 
cause for complaint over things that belong to our created constitution. 
On the contrary, created things clearly bear the blame because of their 
transgression. Thus, we deliberately3+ came to wickedness thanks to the 
ancient evil of the serpent?’ through transgression, even as by our constitu- 
tion we exist naturally as God’s creature and honored creation. Therefore, 
according to our divine fathers, we make no abrogation of wills or indeed 
activities with regard to one and the same God the Word incarnate, just as 
we make no abrogation of his natures themselves. We rightly believe that 
the same one is at once complete God and complete human being in every 
respect, from the fact that he possesses completely and naturally divine and 
human properties, [80C] including willing and acting. We believe likewise 
that he properly possesses divine and human being, choosing, and activity, 
lest we falsely dogmatize an abrogation of either of the two natures from 
which and in which he subsists by diminution of the natural properties of 
each. 

The Word himself showed quite clearly through his declining of death 
in keeping with the divine plan, which was done by him in a properly hu- 
man fashion for our sakes, that he possessed a natural human will just as 
he possessed his own substantially divine one. Thus he said, “Father, if 
possible, let the cup pass from me,”3 to show the weakness of his very 
own flesh.37 So his flesh was not revealed as a mere phantom to those who 
saw him while he deceived their sense, but rather he was properly human, 
[80D] to which fact his natural choice testifies, of which the declining of 
death was in keeping with the divine plan. 

It is equally clear that Christ wholly deified his natural will, bringing it 
into agreement with the divine will itself, by which it is always roused, and 
according to which it is always modeled. This is clear from Christ’s per- 
fectly accomplishing only what the Father’s will determined, according to 


33 In Greek, gnome kai hosa gnomes. 34 In Greek, gnomikos. 
35 See Gen 3:1-19. 36 Matt 26:39. 
37 See Matt 26:41: “The spirit is eager, but the flesh is weak.” 
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which he said, as a human being, “Let not my will but yours be done.”3* In 
this he offers himself to us as an exemplar and model of the rejection of our 
will for the sake of the perfect fulfillment of the divine will, even if we see 
death looming because of it. For, had Christ not become a human being by 
nature [81A] and, therefore, possessed a natural human will, and so made 
this submission as part of the divine plan, drawing his will into union with 
the Father’s, then, when he said to his Father, “Let not my will but yours 
be done,”? he clearly said it as God by nature. And if he said it as God, he 
demonstrated that he did not have one and the same will as his Father, but 
another that is different by nature. Then, in submitting it, he was asking 
to have only the Father’s will. Now, if he has a will different and contrary 
to the Father’s natural will, it is likewise clear that he possessed a different 
substance. “For being one substance surely means having one will,” accord- 
ing to the supremely wise Cyril.4° Where the natural will differs, nature too 
differs completely and utterly. 

[81B] There are two possibilities, then: either, as a human being, he pos- 
sessed a natural will and for our sake he chose to decline death in keeping 
with the divine plan, and then pushed against it through his perfect agree- 
ment with the Father’s will. Or he did not have a natural will as a human 
being so that he suffered as God by nature the affections of a body in his 
own divine substance, which naturally recoiled from death and possessed a 
natural will substantially different from the Father’s. He sought and plead- 
ed through prayer that the Father’s will not be done. Let me ask you: what 
God fears the death that is natural to flesh, and for that reason asked that 
the cup pass, and had a natural will contrary to the Father’s? 

Let us cast this absurdity far from our souls, and cling to the pious con- 
fession [81C] of our fathers! When Christ says, “Father, if possible, let 
this cup pass, yet let not my will but yours be done. The spirit is eager but 
the flesh is weak,”+* we understand it as Athanasius the Great does in his 
book On the Incarnation and the Trinity,* that Christ “reveals his two wills 
here, the one human (which is the ‘will of the flesh’4s) and the other divine. 


38 Matt 26:39. 39 Matt 26:39. 

4o Cyril of Alexandria, Commentary on the Gospel of John 10 (P. E. Pusey, Sancti patris nostri 
Cyrilli archiepiscopi Alexandrini in D. Joannis evangelium, 3 vols. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 
1872], 2: 493, 16-17). Here Cyril is commenting on John 14:21. 

41 Matt 26:39, 41. 

42 The following quotation comes from On the Incarnation, against the Arians 21 (PG 26: 
1021B-—C Montfaucon). The attribution of this work to Athanasius is now doubted. 


43 John 1:13. 
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For the human will declines the suffering because of the ‘weakness of the 
flesh;’ but the divine will is ‘eager.”” The Theologian, Gregory the Great, 
clearly teaches the same in his Second Oration on the Son, when he says, “For 
his willing, being wholly deified, involved nothing contrary to God.”# So 
then, according to this divine teacher, Christ had human willing, [81D] 
just not opposed to God because this willing was not at all deliberative 
but properly natural, and was always shaped and roused by his substantial 
divinity to the fulfillment of the divine plan. Indeed, it was deified through 
and through by agreement and concurrence with the Father’s will, and so 
it truly became and is called divine — by union, properly speaking, not by 
nature, since being deified does not make anything depart from what it is 
by nature. 

By saying “wholly deified,” our teacher presented the union of Christ’s 
human will with his divine one, [84A] which is the Father’s, and so com- 
pletely excluded all opposition and the idea of agents willing opposing 
things from the mystery of Christ. By saying “his willing,” our teacher in- 
dicates the natural movement of the human will in Christ, and its natu- 
ral distinction from his divine one, which is the Father’s, and so entirely 
obviates the confusion that follows on believing Christ’s flesh was merely 
phantasmic. This divine father along with the holy teachers of the universal 
church who have known the principle of the divine plan have combated 
this confusion along with that equally impious idea of division as they have 
loudly dogmatized the distinction and union with respect to each nature. 
Distinction is maintained perfectly and in action in the natural principle; 
union stably and hypostatically preserved in [84B] the mode that belongs 
to the divine plan — all to confirm that existent realities and all that natu- 
rally pertains to them are in the one and only Christ God according to a 
substantially unbreakable union. For all our teachers have taught the dog- 
ma of one or the other (I mean — divine and human) nature, and also a 
twofold nature, in one and the same subject. So too have they insightfully 
proclaimed to all one or the other will (again, divine and human) — and also 
two wills. So too have they proclaimed one or the other activity (divine and 
human) or, again, a twofold activity - which means two activities. So they 
have made a clear statement of number in Christ’s substances. For the same 
subject appears as a human being while being by nature God, when he 


44 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 30.12, 5—6 (SChr 250: 248 Gallay/Jourjon). This same 
text is also cited in Opusculum 6, translated in this volume on pp. 500-503. 
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desires, in keeping with the divine plan, that the cup pass. He expressed 
what is ours even in this, [84C] as the wise Cyril has taught so thoroughly, 
that he might drive from our nature all shuddering at death and instead 
rouse and steel it for a courageous charge against death.45 The same ap- 
pears as God, although he is a human being in substance, when he desires 
to fulfill the divine plan as the Father willed, and to accomplish everything 
for our salvation. He is revealed as a human being, though he is God by 
nature, in his acting humanly and voluntarily accepting the experience of 
affections for our sake. Again, he is revealed as God, while he is a human 
being in nature, in his acting divinely and naturally producing divine signs. 
From all these he made known that the same one was simultaneously God 
and human being, and that he naturally possessed both wills and activities 
[84D] equal in number to the substances from which and in which he was. 
All this confirmed the perfect subsistence of the natures which he himself 
was. 

Perhaps someone would like to contradict and deny these things, and so 
they toss into the middle of the argument the “god-manly activity”#* of that 
divine oracle Dionysius,*’ and the “kindred activity revealed through both” 
of the wisest Cyril.4* Let him know that he has collected no strong argu- 
ments for himself from these authors to lay against the pious confession. 
The activity spoken of as “god-manly” in a formula befitting our teach- 
er obviously signifies periphrastically the twofold activity of the one who 
is twofold in nature. [85A] He clearly proclaimed that it is “divine” and 
“manly,” that is human, in a portmanteau. But he did not mean “god-man- 
ly,” full stop, which is why he did not name the activity through number, 
although he taught the union of activities, which he indicated with the 
singular adjective. Union does not harm the natural distinction between 
the two activities, just as their inseparable union does not harm the natural 
distinction between the substances. Perhaps, according to those who say, 
“Christ had a single activity, and this god-manly,” the Word incarnate had 


45 Itis unclear if Maximus is referring to a specific text of Cyril. 

46 In Greek, theandriken energeian. 

47 Ps.-Dionysius, Fourth Letter, translated in this volume on pp. 191-193, on which see also 
Maximus, Ambiguum 5, translated in this volume on pp. 480-491. 

48 Cyril of Alexandria, Commentary on Gospel of John 4.2: “At any rate, when he raised 
the synagogue-ruler’s little girl, saying ‘Child, arise,’ he took her by the hand, just as 
it is written. On the one hand he restored her to life as God, by his all-accomplishing 
command. On the other, he did so through the touch of his holy flesh, and so revealed 
a single and kindred activity through both” (Pusey, Sancti patris nostri Cyrilli archiepiscopi 
Alexandrini in D. Joannis evangelium, t: 530, 14-19), commenting on John 6:53. 
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only this one natural activity. If so, how will the activity that is single in 
nature be divided between the two natures? By what principle could this 
activity, one and the same, bind and distinguish the distinct substances? It 
would make each substance both indistinguishable in substance from what 
is homogeneous with it and, conversely, different in substance from what 
is heterogeneous with it. [85B] I would go so far as to say that it would 
exclude Christ’s natural kinship both with the Father and with us, since 
neither the Father nor we have a natural activity in our being that is called 
“ood-manly.” Perhaps, on the contrary, the single activity is “hypostatic.” 
‘To this novel doctrine, I would ask, who has ever suggested that activity is 
“hypostatic”? Such an argument would even show Christ to be alien to the 
Father in his activity, if in fact he has a “hypostatic” rather than a “natu- 
ral” activity distinct from the Father, for the Word would clearly possess, 
among his hypostatic properties, a difference in regard to this one. 

[85C] Again, the “the kindred and single activity revealed through 
both” described by our famous Cyril does not conduce to the denial of 
the substantial difference between the natural activities belonging to those 
[natures], from which and in which Christ our God is one and only one. 
Rather, this was said by the teacher to confirm their absolute union. It 
seems he has imitated the divinely inspired Dionysius, though in other 
terms. That it might be seen that he was not just God, nor again a mere 
human being, that he was neither God by himself acting bodilessly nor 
a human being by himself doing things by deliberation, but that he was 
God incarnate and completely humanified for our sake, the same subject 
acting simultaneously divinely and humanly — for this reason, Cyril said 
that [85D] “Our Savior was seen active in raising the dead, ‘healing every 
disease and every infirmity’4? not by word alone or by commandments ap- 
propriate to divinity. No, it was especially necessary that he take his holy 
flesh as a kind of fellow-worker in this.”5° He was, “on the one hand,” doing 
this “as God, by his all-accomplishing command, and on the other” raising 
her to life “by the touch of the holy flesh”*' that was hypostatically united 
to him — to show that his flesh was able to give life through the activity 


49 Matt 4:23. 

50 Cyril of Alexandria, Commentary on the Gospel of John 4.2 (Pusey, Sancti patris nostri Cyrilli 
archiepiscopi Alexandrini in D. Foannis evangelium, 1: 530, 9-12). 

51 Cyril of Alexandria, Commentary on the Gospel of John 4.2 (Pusey, Sancti patris nostri Cyrilli 
archiepiscopi Alexandrini in D. Foannis evangelium, 1: 530, 17-19). 
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appropriate to itss* substance, to which properly belong touch, voice, and 
other such things. Then, as Cyril showed that the activities of his natures, 
that is, of Christ our God who is composed of both, are perfectly pre- 
served — his divinity through his [88A] “all-accomplishing command,” 
and his humanity through his touch — he presented these activities unit- 
ed with one another, through and through, by unity and interpenetration, 
which shows his activity to be “single” because of the union between the 
Word himself and his all-holy flesh. It is not natural or hypostatic, since 
our teacher did not say such things, but “kindred” with the parts through 
which, as has been said, Christ was revealed according to his “all-accom- 
plishing commandment” and “the touch of his hand.” 

It has been demonstrated, then, that in our teacher’s sacred teaching he 
explicitly maintains that the difference between natural activities, as also of 
the natures themselves to which activities belong, are preserved after the 
union. Again, the union itself is defined: [88B] as regards distinction he 
defines it by referring to an “all-accomplishing command” and “touch”; as 
regards unity, by saying “one” and “kindred.” Through both together he 
thunderously banishes all composition and division from the mystery of 
Christ. Those who do not accept this interpretation, but understand our 
teachers as referring to a single and kindred activity of Word and flesh at 
once, adopt the dogma of the Eutychian and Apollinarian fusion of sub- 
stances. We must, therefore, preserve the principle unimpaired and main- 
tain the mode of the divine plan inviolate in everything, that the wicked 
pair — division and confusion, that is — find no purchase against the truth. 

Should you find other “unitary” expressions among the holy fathers, 
[88C] they must also be understood in accordance with this pious mean- 
ing, and we ought in no way to understand them as contradicting the saints’ 
“dual” expressions. We know “dual” statements are strong on distinction, 
against confusion; “unitary” ones are firm about union, against division — 
but let us joyously greet both together with soul and tongue, and confess 
them in orthodox fashion! Let us through statements, which perhaps seem 
to be contradictory in their expression, turn away those who are contra- 
dictory in their thinking equally to themselves, to one another, and to the 
truth! Let us courageously drive them off from our home, which is the uni- 
versal and apostolic church of God! Let us grant no entrance whatsoever 


52 Reading auteés for autou. 
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[88D] to those thieves who, contrary to the orthodox faith, contrive to 
“move our fathers’ boundaries”s? by tearing down some of the pious arma- 
ments and dogmas that naturally spell disaster and annihilation for them! 

Certainly, it is necessary to acknowledge that we find some expressions 
concerning natures and natural activities among the holy fathers that are 
unitary rather than dual. I mean, for example, “the one incarnate nature of 
God the Word,”54 “the god-manly activity,”55 and “kindred activity revealed 
through both.”5* However, as to natural wills, it is impossible, so far as I 
know, to find any unitary statement, [89A] but rather statements that are 
dual in number and pronouns. How, then, and by what logic — even if we 
allow it to be investigated thoroughly — must we say “one or two wills” in 
Christ, when the legislation and teaching of our fathers demands that we 
confess and revere two natural wills in him just like the natures themselves 
and their natural operations, since we know their distinction? 

Now that I have ramblingly written these things to Your God-honored 
Holiness, I beg you, if there is anything in them inappropriately spoken or 
poorly understood, to grace me with forbearance and correction by your 
affection that loves what is good, and your imitation of the Father’s com- 
passion. Please commend me to Christ our God, to whom with the Father 
and the Holy Spirit be glory unto the ages of ages. Amen. 


53 Prov 22:28. 54 Famously used by Cyril. 
55 Ps.-Dionysius, Fourth Letter. 56 Cyril, Commentary on John 4.2. 
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Introduction and Translation by Andrew Radde-Gallwitz 


INTRODUCTION 


The Ekthesis had made monothelitism imperial orthodoxy in 638 and re- 
mained in force under Constans II, who assumed the throne in 641.’ While 
this doctrine was apparently popular in some regions, it faced stern oppos- 
ition from North Africa, whither Maximus and his companions had fled 
and whence they mounted a dyothelite insurgency. Anti-imperial fervor 
even inspired the North African exarch Gregory in 646/7 to proclaim him- 
self emperor against Constans II. Faced with this emergency, in 647/8 Paul, 
the patriarch of Constantinople, in the name of Constans II, published a 
compromise document known as the Typos, which in this context means 
something like “general instruction.” This document replaced the Ekthesis 
that had previously hung in the narthex of the Great Church. The Typos 
forbade all discussion of Christ’s activities and wills, aiming to set the clock 
back to the time of the fifth ecumenical council (553).? However, a synod 
the following year (649) at the Lateran in Rome rejected both the Typos 
and the Ekthesis, which led to a major clash between imperial forces, on one 
side, and Martin of Rome, Maximus the Confessor, and their allies, on the 
other.3 In time Martin and Maximus were exiled and Maximus had his hand 
and tongue removed to avenge his written and spoken insubordination, re- 
spectively. The third Council of Constantinople in 680-681 would confirm 
the Lateran Synod, endorsing dyoenergism and dyothelitism.+ 


1 The Ekthesis of Emperor Heraclius is translated in this volume on pp. 466-471. 

2 Selections from Acts of the Second Council of Constantinople are translated in this volume on 
pp: 341-389. 

3 Selections from Acts of the Lateran Synod are translated in this volume on pp. 521-549. 

4 Selections from Acts of the Third Council of Constantinople are translated in this volume on 


pp- 550-616. 
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This translation is based on the Greek edition of Rudolf Riedinger, Con- 
cilium Lateranense a. 649 celebratum, ACO? 1 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1984), 
208-2 Io (even-numbered pages; the facing pages display the Latin trans- 
lation read out to the Lateran council in 649 by Theodore, the regional 
notary of the apostolic see). 


TRANSLATION 


[208] Since it is our custom to scrutinize and investigate all matters per- 
taining to the welfare of our Christ-loving commonwealth and especially 
those that bear on our unblemished faith, through which we believe “all 
that brings prosperity”’ to us, we have become aware that our orthodox 
people sit in great tumult, as some glorify a single will in the economy of 
“the great God and our Savior Jesus Christ”® and [teach] that “the same 
one enacts both divine and human things,”’ while others decree “two wills 
and two activities in the same incarnate economy of the Word.” And the 
former cite in their defense that because our Lord Jesus Christ was “one 
person in two natures,” he willed and enacted both divine and human 
things “unconfusedly” and “undividedly.” The latter cite that because the 


99 66. 


natures “came together” “undividedly” in “one” and the same “person” and 
the difference between them was “preserved” and remained, one and the 
same Christ enacted both divine and human deeds in a way correspond- 
ing and suitable to the natures.* Whence the citizens of our Christ-loving 
commonwealth have been brought into great opposition and conflict, and, 
being of partisan spirit, they have been unable to agree with one another 
and thereby harm has come upon the commonwealth in many ways. We 
deem it necessary, with the guidance of almighty God, that the flame of 
partisanship which has been kindled in this way be quenched and that it not 
be allowed to spread any further over human souls. 

For this reason, we decree that our subjects who persevere in orthodoxy 
and maintain the undefiled faith we share as Christians and who belong to 
the catholic and apostolic church from this time onward have no license 


5 Ps 1:3. 6 Titus 2:13. 

7 See Ekthesis of Emperor Heraclius (ACO? 1: 160, 7-8 Riedinger), translated in this volume 
on pp. 466-471. 

8 Both the monothelite/monoenergist and the dyothelite/dyoenergist parties appeal to 
the Chalcedonian Definition to support their positions. The second position is that of 
Sophronius’s Synodical Letter, translated in this volume on pp. 447-465. 
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to promote any dispute, quarrel, or rivalry whatsoever with one another 
about one will or one activity or two activities and two wills. We make 
these regulations not to remove anything whatsoever that has been piously 
decreed by the holy, approved fathers concerning the incarnate economy 
of God the Word, but out of our concern to halt the rivalry that has arisen 
over the questions before us, and to follow and regard as sufficient on these 
matters only the divine scriptures, the traditions of the five holy ecumenic- 
al synods, and the artlessly simple testimonies or sayings of the approved, 
holy fathers, whose doctrines are canons and laws for the holy, catholic, and 
apostolic church of God. We are not adding anything of our own to them 
nor removing anything [from them] nor interpreting them according to 
our own agenda. Rather, the form shall be preserved as it was before the 
rivalry over the aforementioned questions arose, as if no controversy had 
arisen over these matters. No one whosoever that has heretofore decreed 
one will and one activity or two wills and two activities comes under any 
sort of censure or blame for this — except, of course, for those cast out by 
the five holy ecumenical synods and the other orthodox and approved fa- 
thers as heretics, along with their impious dogmas and writings, and those, 
to put it generally, who are inadmissible and unacceptable to the holy cath- 
olic church. But [210] in order to leave behind no pretext for those who 
endlessly want to stir up rivalry against the perfect union and common 
agreement of the most holy churches of God, we have ordered that docu- 
ments containing the questions over the aforementioned topics be posted, 
as they already have been put up in the narthex of the most holy Great 
Church of our divinely protected and imperial city. 

Those who dare to defy these decrees will foremost be subject to the judg- 
ment of the fearsome and all-powerful God and will secondly not escape the 
notice of the imperial wrath, through which, if they are bishops or clerics, 
they shall by all means be deprived of the priesthood of their own ordina- 
tion; if they are monks, they shall be sent into exile and made aliens to their 
home regions; if they hold rank, honor, or command, they shall be stripped 
of these; and if they belong to the class of private citizens and happen to be 
distinguished, they shall undergo confiscation of their belongings; if they 
are obscure private citizens, they shall be chastened with permanent exile as 
well as bodily pain, so that, with all people constrained by fear of God and 
anxious about the penalties legitimately threatened against them, they might 
preserve the peace of the holy churches of God unshaken and undisturbed. 
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Acts of the Lateran Synod (October 649): 
Selected Proceedings and the Synodal Definition 
Introduction and Translation by Mark DelCoghiano 


INTRODUCTION 


In the years after the second Council of Constantinople in 553, both pro- 
and anti-Chalcedonians had occasionally spoken of Christ having a single 
activity (energeiz), language which had some precedent in authors regard- 
ed as authoritative by both factions. But the validity of this so-called mo- 
noenergist doctrine was still very much a live issue on which there was no 
consensus in either pro- or anti-Chalcedonian circles. In the 610s, howev- 
er, Sergius of Constantinople (patriarch 610-638) began to promote the 
doctrine of monoenergism in the name of Emperor Heraclius (r. 610-641) 
not only as a possible basis for reconciliation between the imperial church 
and miaphysite anti-Chalcedonians, but also as a legitimate clarification 
of Neo-Chalcedonian Christology. The apogee of imperially backed mo- 
noenergism came in 633 when on its basis Cyrus, the Chalcedonian pa- 
triarch of Alexandria, reached an accord with Egyptian miaphysites, an 
agreement memorialized in the Plerophoria, also known as the Pact of Union. 

But the doctrine remained controversial and became a new source of 
division among Chalcedonians themselves when the influential ascetic 
Sophronius protested the Pact of Union and made his objections to mo- 
noenergism known.' In consequence of this eruption of controversy over a 
doctrine meant to unify rather than divide, in late 633 or early 634 Sergius 
abandoned his promotion of monoenergism and in the emperor’s name 
issued a decree called the Pséphos, which forbade the enumeration of the 


1 For the controversies over monoenergism and monothelitism in 633-648 see the 
introduction to Sophronius’s Synodical Letter, the Ekthesis, and the Typos in this volume on 


PP- 447-465, 466-471, and 518-520. 
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activities in Christ. The project of monoenergism was thus scrapped in 
favor of restoring Chalcedonian unity. But the issue of the number of ac- 
tivities in Christ had been broached and demanded resolution. In late 634 
Sophronius, now the patriarch of Jerusalem, offered a formidable critique 
of monoenergism in his Synodical Letter, directly contravening the prohi- 
bitions of the Pséphos. In response to Sophronius in 636 Sergius issued the 
Ekthesis in the emperor’s name which repeated the Pséphos’s prohibition of 
discussion of the number of activities in Christ and instead promoted the 
idea that Christ had one will (theléma). The first person to articulate this 
so-called monothelite doctrine was Honorius of Rome, who in a letter to 
Sergius in 635 endorsing the Pséphos had incidentally affirmed that Christ 
had one will. It may well be the case that this statement of Honorius led 
Sergius to advance the doctrine of monothelitism in the Ekthesis. Previous- 
ly there had hardly been any discussion of Christ’s will(s) and the assertion 
of monothelitism was perhaps an attempt to quieten controversy over mo- 
noenergism. 

Soon, however, intra-Chalcedonian controversy over monothelitism 
eclipsed that over monoenergism, due to no small part to Maximus the 
Confessor’s public defiance of monothelitism and his prodigious output 
on the topic as he developed his dyothelite position.* Sergius’s successors 
Pyrrhus (638-641) and Paul (641-653) were monothelites, upholding the 
Ekthesis which remained in force under Heraclius’s successor Constans II 
(r. 641-668). Pyrrhus, however, after being deposed, rejected the doctrine 
for a period in the mid-640s after a debate with Maximus but eventually 
returned to it. In 647 or 648 Paul of Constantinople issued the Typos in 
the name of Constans II to replace the Ekthesis as imperial policy, forbid- 
ding discussion of both the number of activities and the number of wills 
in Christ. 

The bishops of Rome who succeeded Honorius (d. 638) assumed an anti- 
monothelite stance and denounced first the Ekthesis and then the Typos.’ The 
Roman preference for dyothelitism was due not only to the strong influence 
of Palestinian monks in Rome allied with Sophronius and centered upon 
Maximus, but also to the longstanding commitment of the Roman church 
to the Chalcedonian Definition and Leo’s Tome to Flavian, viewing any at- 
tempt to modify or reduce the authority of Chalcedon — as monothelitism 


2 The writings of Maximus translated in this volume on pp. 472-517 all stem from the mid- 
6308 to the early 640s. 
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did in their eyes — as heresy. In the 640s, then, tensions, theological and 
otherwise, between the churches of Rome and Constantinople increased. 
When Pope Theodore died in May 649 his plans for convening a Roman 
synod to condemn monothelitism were continued under his successor 
Martin. It was finally held in October 649 at the Lateran basilica in Rome 
under the presidency of Pope Martin. His chief collaborators in the exe- 
cution of the council’s agenda were Maximus of Aquileia and Deusdedit of 
Cagliari. The synod was dominated by Western bishops, mostly from Italy, 
but there were also in attendance a number of Greek-speaking monks led 
by Maximus the Confessor, whose theological influence upon the proceed- 
ings was profound. The five sessions of the council were mostly preoccu- 
pied with the reading out and analysis of documents. 

The first two sessions constitute what may be called the “opening ar- 
guments” for the case in favor of dyothelitism and against monothelitism. 
The first session on October 5, 649 began with a long speech by Pope 
Martin outlining the rise of monothelitism, in the course of which Ser- 
gius, Pyrrhus, and Paul, and the Ekthesis and Typos, were condemned, and 
demonstrating that his own dyothelite and dyoenergist doctrine had the 
approbation of tradition, by which he meant the endorsement of ecclesi- 
astical authorities (whom Martin calls the “church fathers”) and the ecu- 
menical councils. The session continued with the reading of a letter from 
Bishop Maurus of Ravenna to the synod which condemned the Ekthesis 
and affirmed dyoenergism and dyothelitism. As Ravenna was second in im- 
portance in Italy only to Rome and the seat of imperial power in Italy, this 
expression of support for the Roman synod was crucial. The first session 
concluded with a speech by Maximus of Aquileia which argued that mono- 
thelitism and monoenergism contradicted the Chalcedonian Definition in 
that the denial of two wills and activities implies the denial of two natures. 
At the second session on October 8, 649 a dossier of documents was read 
out to demonstrate that complaints about monothelite teachings had come 
to Rome from all quarters, sent by those insistent that Rome exercise its 
unparalleled authority to adjudicate the case. The Roman church therefore 
justified holding the Lateran synod on the basis of this documentation. 

At the final three sessions the “evidence,” as it were, for the case in 
favor of dyothelitism and against monothelitism was presented. The 
third and fourth sessions on October 17 and 19, 649 were devoted to 
an examination of extracts from monoenergist and monothelite writ- 
ings, with critical commentary. Texts from Theodore of Pharan, Cyrus of 
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Alexandria, Sergius of Constantinople, Themistius of Alexandria, Pyrrhus 
of Constantinople, and Paul of Constantinople were read out, as were the 
Ekthesis and the Typos. This was followed by the reading out of authori- 
tative statements of faith: the creeds of Nicaea and Constantinople I, the 
‘Twelve Chapters of Cyril, and the canons of Constantinople II, presented 
as touchstones of orthodoxy. At the fifth session on October 31, 649 six 
florilegia were read out, containing 165 extracts in all. The first and sec- 
ond florilegia consisted of patristic testimonies affirming that the Trinity, 
of one substance in three persons, had one will and activity. The third and 
fourth contained patristic testimonies attesting to the traditional charac- 
ter of dyoenergist and dyothelite doctrine. After the first four florilegia 
were read out, there was a speech, attributed to the “holy synod,” which 
summarized the patristic teaching contained in the testimonies and con- 
demned in general terms those who preferred heresy to orthodoxy. The 
fifth and sixth florilegia contained passages from “heretics” and seem to 
have been designed to show that monothelitism and monoenergism had 
been held by those whom the church had previously condemned as her- 
etics, such as Apollinarius and Nestorius. These two florilegia were fol- 
lowed by a speech from Pope Martin driving this point home. 

After this presentation of the “evidence,” there were three speeches 
attributed to Maximus of Aquileia, Deusdedit of Cagliari, and Martin of 
Rome, which have been called “the high point of theological discussion in 
the acts.”3 Each is translated in its entirety below. These speeches consti- 
tute, as it were, the closing arguments for the theological case in favor of 
dyothelitism and against monothelitism. They highlight the problematic 
nature of monothelitism, demonstrate that the doctrine of two natural wills 
makes better sense of the scriptural depiction of Christ, and show that 
the positing of two wills in Christ does not lead to any dissension with- 
in Christ. Contested passages from both scripture and shared authorities 
(such as Gregory of Nazianzus and Cyril of Alexandria) are quoted and 
interpreted to buttress the case for dyothelitism. Cumulatively these three 
speeches are a good representation of the state of Roman dyothelite think- 
ing in the late 640s. 

The synodal definition follows the three speeches. It contains a brief re- 
affirmation of the Chalcedonian Definition by way of introduction, but for 


3 Richard Price, The Acts of the Lateran Synod of 649, Translated Texts for Historians 61 
(Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 2014), 360. 
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the most part consists of twenty chapters that issue various condemnations. 
This definition with its condemnatory chapters is translated in its entirety 
below. The first nine chapters affirm traditional Trinitarian and Christo- 
logical doctrine using the Neo-Chalcedonian language of Constantinople 
II. The tenth and eleventh chapters affirm dyothelitism and dyoenergism, 
whereas the twelfth through sixteenth chapters condemn monothelitism 
and monoenergism, and various aspects thereof, as well as the strictures of 
the Typos. The final chapters condemn those who do not adhere to ecclesi- 
astical tradition as expressed by “the holy fathers” and the five ecumenical 
councils, listing the heretics condemned by the five ecumenical councils as 
well as the recent monothelites and monoenergists. 

The translation is based on the edition of Rudolf Riedinger, Concilium 
Lateranense a. 649 celebratum, ACO? 1 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1984), 344-391, 
which has the Greek on the even-numbered pages and the Latin on the 
facing pages. Even though the proceedings were conducted in Latin, it has 
been established that the Greek version better represents the original acts. 
Accordingly, the translations are based on the Greek text with reference to 
the Latin version. 


TRANSLATION 


Fifth Session 
(Held on October 31, 649) 


[344] The most holy bishop Maximus of Aquileia said: 

8. The prophetic saying has been fulfilled in them, “They were put to great 
shame, because they did not realize their disgraces, which will never be for- 
gotten,” especially because they claim out of ignorance that from “the lan- 


999 


guage of ‘two activities” it follows that there are “two wills totally set against 
one another in opposition.”5 For if they ascribe no opposition to the activities, 
how is it that they attempt to introduce opposed wills from activities which 
according to them are not in opposition? Or again, how is it that they claim 
that wills follow upon activities while they do not in any way acknowledge 


that wills follow upon natures? And thus they finally declare that activities are 


4 Jer 20:11. 

5 See Ekthesis (ACO? t: 160, 13-16 Riedinger), with modifications. At this point the Ekthesis 
is quoting Sergius of Constantinople, First Letter to Honorius (ACO? 2.2: 542, 11-13 
Riedinger). 
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acts of will while they do not espouse that Christ is endowed with will in each 
of his natures, but they suggest that he is without will at the level of nature. 
Nonetheless, how is it that they claim that wills follow upon activities? 
Is it according to nature or contrary to nature? If contrary to nature, they 
are depicting Christ as a sinful human being rather than the humanified 
God, since according to them he possessed his will contrary to nature. But 
if according to nature, they are asserting that he is one composite nature as 
a result of their introducing one natural will in him (which must be the case 
if they claim that will follows upon activity according to nature), and in 
consequence of this they must be confessing either division or confusion, 
the former if they decree that will follows upon activity contrary to nature, 
the latter if this happens according to nature. But if they claim that will fol- 
lows upon nature neither according to nature nor contrary to nature, they 
are showing that their argument is insubstantial since it makes no sense. 
And how is it that they twist the natural difference between the wills of 
one and the same Christ into a personal opposition between persons who 
will things opposed to one another by arguing and claiming that, “since 
God the Word willed to fulfill the saving passion, but his flesh was opposed 
and resistant to his will, thereby indeed two who will contrary things are in- 
troduced”?? For it is clear from what they argue that they have been caught 
in their own snares. For they did not realize that by their denial of persons 
willing, as they think, things opposed to another, they had made an asser- 
tion’ of persons who will the same things as one another. For if on the basis 
of opposition of wills they posit two who will opposed things, it is then nec- 
essary that on the basis of agreement between the wills they also posit two 
who will the same things as one another. For they will certainly present the 
flesh as either agreeing with or opposed to the Word, unless with Arius and 
Apollinarius they depict it as altogether soulless and without movement.* 
But since Christ who acts and wills is one, they decree that his activity 
and will are one, for they affirm that willing belongs to the one who wills 
and activity to the one who acts. Because of this, it is then necessary that 


6 Ekthesis (ACO® 1: 160, 16-18 Riedinger) = Sergius of Constantinople, First Letter to 
Honorius (ACO? 2.2: 542, 13-15 Riedinger). This is the continuation of the sentence cited 
at the beginning of the speech. The quotation here is the monoenergist/monothelite 
reductio of their opponents’ position rather than the actual dyoenergist/dyothelite 
position. 

7 Here we emend kata physin to kataphasin. 

8 See Gregory of Nazianzus, Letter 101 to Cledonius 34, translated in CEECW 3 on 


pp- 388-398. 
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they, since the Father who wills and acts is one and since the Holy Spirit 
who wills and acts is one, separate the hypostases of the one beginningless 
divinity into three wills and activities — which is something absolutely hei- 
nous. For they do not understand that even though [346] willing belongs 
to the one who wills and activity to the one who acts, nonetheless it doesn’t 
belong without qualification to the one who wills but belongs by nature 
to the one who wills and it doesn’t belong without qualification to the 
one who acts but belongs by nature to the one who acts. This is also clear 
from the fact that each of these? takes its name from the nature of the one 
who acts and wills. For thus we call the will and activity of a human being 
“human,” but that of an angel “angelic” and that of God “divine.” There- 
fore, the teachers of the catholic church attribute each of these, I mean 
the divine and human, to the same one since he is God and human being. 
No dissension at all is introduced by these, but the existence of the same 
one is shown to be complete in respect of each of the natures from which 
he exists. For we know that it is not the confession of his natures or of his 
natural wills and activities that is the cause of dissension, but sin alone is 
responsible for that. As the Lord was completely pure of sin by nature and 
indeed its destroyer, he was also free of the dissension that we experience. 
Our opponents are again convicted of dividing him into two for the pre- 
cise reason they advanced in writing when they decreed one will, saying, 
“so that his flesh endowed with intellectual soul never separately and on 
its Own initiative made its own natural movement contrary to the bidding 
of God the Word united to it hypostatically, but only whenever and how- 
ever and to whatever extent God the Word himself intended.”*° For in 
saying this they far exceed the division of Nestorius, since Nestorius did 
not decree that the union and the movement was, as they say, a question of 
particular instances of bidding, but rather a question of the dignity, author- 
ity, and equality of honor of the human being assumed (in his view) by the 
Word, since nearly all the saints followed the divine bidding at all times in 
all their natural and self-chosen movement. Of them it is written, “All that 
he wills is in them.”"' How is it, then, that they think that what pertains to 
the saints — I am not talking about what pertains to all things that exist, for 
all things bring forward their natural movement in conformity with God’s 


9 Namely, willing and activity. 
10 Ekthesis (ACO®* 1: 160, 26-29 Riedinger) = Sergius of Constantinople, First Letter to 
Honorius (ACO? 2.2: 542, 13-21 Riedinger). 
11 Ps 15(16):3. 
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bidding and command at the right time, with due measure, and in the form 
wisely determined by him," as is appropriate to each — should be attributed 
to the Lord’s flesh endowed with intellectual soul as if it were some great 
and supernatural thing, saying that it made its natural movement at his bid- 
ding? Are they saying that it made its natural movement voluntarily or that 
it made it involuntarily? If involuntarily, they are depicting it as lacking 
rationality. If voluntarily, they are declaring that it is endowed with will, if 
indeed they separate it from the Word by declaring that it makes its natural 
movement at his bidding just like all other creatures also brought into ex- 
istence by him, as has been said. But they do not admit that the one and the 
same Christ, who is both God and human being by nature and moves both 
divinely and humanly, accomplished both the divine and human [actions] 
by nature and voluntarily without any dissension and division whatsoever. 

For according to the teaching of the holy fathers, the one and the same 
our Lord Jesus Christ was able to die willingly on behalf of all because that’s 
what the divine nature intended, but at the same time he was unwilling on 
account of the sufferings on the cross and as far as the flesh’s natural aver- 
sion to death is concerned. So then, the theologians proclaim that the will- 
ingness and the unwillingness in one and the same Christ was not the result 
of an opposition of wills but rather was caused by the facts of the mystery. 
[348] For the same one truly and without any harm to himself made known 
the rationale for his being created and the economy. He made known the 
rationale for his being created by willing, after he became a human being for 
us, to confirm the nature of his own flesh and accordingly he voluntarily ac- 
cepted its timidity to liberate us from this as well as from all other passions, 
because “he was tempted in every way like us except for sin,” whereas he 
made known the rationale for the economy by willing, in accordance with 
to his Father’s ineffable plan, to deify our nature through voluntarily suffer- 
ing in the flesh for our sake. In light of either rationale, then, what or what 
sort of dissension can be concocted against our Savior by heretics ancient 
or new, a dissension by means of which they attempt to nullify the great 
mystery of his economy toward us? For not only do they reject the duality 
of wills in his case, but also they refuse to acknowledge that they are natural. 
‘Thus they contrive to cast out number by [appealing to] dissension and to 
reject saying they are natural by [appealing to] necessity, since for them 
every natural thing is subject to necessity. 


12 The Greek here reads par’ autois, but the Latin ab ipso is followed. 13 Heb 4:15. 
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And if this is the case, how is it that they do not do away with all the nat- 
ural properties of our Savior — his union according to substance, his natural 
goodness, choice being the fruit of his nature, and in general everything 
whatsoever affirmed by theologians about him that is natural or present in 
him by nature? But with good reason the blessed Cyril puts them to shame 
together with those whom he had already wisely'+ put to shame for the 
same reason in his defense of the third of his Twelve Chapters, when he 
says the following against those who criticized him and deduced [that he 
taught] a lack of will because of the natural union in Christ: 


That [Theodoret’s] argument is utterly devoid of careful thought 
is not difficult to perceive for those who wish to do so. For he said 
that what is according to nature will be entirely and in every way 
subject to the laws of necessity, and he brought forward as a proof 
of this the fact that we experience hunger or thirst involuntarily 
when nature summons us to it even if someone does not wish it. 
But a clever man with a sharp mind in these and other matters 
would perceive what would rightly be considered more congruent 
with reason. For is it not true that a human being is rational by 
nature? Is he rational then involuntarily and by necessity? What 
then? ‘Tell me, is the God of the universe not good by nature? 
What about life, light, wisdom, and power? Is he all these then 
involuntarily or as if by necessity? Rather, I think that choosing to 
think in this way would be evident proof of the utmost stupidity." 


And again, the same in the books dedicated to Hermias: 


For he is not what he is naturally without willing it, since he pos- 
sesses concurrently with his nature the will to be what he is." 


The holy Augustine agrees with this in the fifth book of his treatise against 
Julian the Pelagian, where he says the following: 


14 The Greek here is saphos but the Latin sapienter is followed. 

15 Cyril of Alexandria, Defense of the Twelve Chapters against Theodoret, defense of chapter 3 
(ACO 1.1.6: 119, 7-17 Schwartz). Theodoret’s Refutation of the Twelve Chapters against 
Cyril of Alexandria is translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 641-657. 

16 Cyril of Alexandria, Dialogues on the Trinity 2 (SChr 231: 46-48 Durand). 
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Surely, Julian, when an angel or a human being wills something, 
doesn’t their nature will something? Aren’t an angel and a human 
being natures? Who would say they aren’t? If then an angel and a 
human being are natures, it is clear that nature wills whatever an 
angel wills and nature wills whatever a human being wills.’” 


[350] And again elsewhere in the same book: 


Surely, Julian, it is the case that the will of a human being proceeds 
from a human being? In what way does it proceed from a human 
being, unless it proceeds from his nature, since a human being is 
a nature?® 


See how clearly the divinely inspired teaching of the holy fathers commu- 
nicates to us that, in those who have received from God the possession of 
will at the level of substance, willing belongs to nature, and thus wills are 
natural and free of all necessity, and that it is utterly stupid and dumb to 
choose to think otherwise than this. But those who say that the will attrib- 
uted by them to Christ does not exist according to nature are decreeing 
that it is contrary to nature, and accordingly they are asserting that the 
Lord, the destroyer of sin, is sinful, as we said earlier. Therefore, they either 
openly reject or stupidly interpret the teachings of the holy fathers. 

For that’s what Paul [of Constantinople] did in his letter,'® when he pur- 
loined the saying about the passion, namely Christ’s prayer to avert the cup, 
and deviously linked it with the passage about the Son coming down from 
heaven not to do his own will but that of the one who sent him,*° which 
the holy Gregory had understood theologically, that is, as a reference to 
the divine will of the holy and same-in-substance ‘Trinity. He deceived 
only himself without misleading others with his revisionist claim that the 
Theologian had understood the saying to refer to both [the divine and 
human wills], intending to annul his teaching, as has been said, and at the 
same time to destroy the human will of the Savior, I mean the one which 


17 Augustine of Hippo, Unfinished Work against Julian 5.53.1 (PL 45: 1486-1487). 

18 A paraphrase of Augustine, Unfinished Work against Julian 5.56.1 (PL 45: 1489), which is 
quoted more precisely at Constantinople III (ACO? 2.1: 78, 17-2 Riedinger), translated 
in this volume on p. 579. 

19 The letter of Paul of Constantinople (bishop 641-653) to Theodore of Rome (bishop 
642-649), dated to May 645. This letter was read out at the fourth session on October 
19, 649 (ACO? 1: 196-204 Riedinger). 

20 See John 6:38. 
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was “wholly deified,” as the teacher said.** And before Paul, Pyrrhus** mis- 
interpreted the same saying for the same reason and understood “wholly 
deified” theologically, with both of them thus asserting that the will of the 
holy Trinity was created, since in their view it was “deified” and accordingly 
so also was the nature, given the fact that willing is entirely concurrent with 
nature} — which is impious and refutes their innovation that distorts the 
words of the fathers. For the Theologian did not understand the prayer 
to avert the cup theologically, but in agreement with all the holy fathers 
he too understood this saying piously as a reference to the human will of 
the Savior, not seeing it as spoken out of opposition or ignorance as the 
heretics imagine — “for it is not likely that he did not know whether it was 
possible or not, or that he would oppose will to will”;*4 “for his willing is 
not in opposition to God, but wholly deified”*s — but for a true demon- 
stration of his complete humanification for us. For he became wearied and 
hungry and thirsty and was anguished and wept” in accordance with the 
law of the body. Such things are said about that which suffered, not about 
the immutable nature which is far above suffering, as is obvious to all. 
[352] Therefore, the teacher was contradicting neither himself nor the 
other holy [fathers] when he attributed the prayer to avert [the cup] in this 
passage to us but elsewhere to the Savior; rather, he was in agreement with 
himself and them in every respect when he rejected the opposition and pro- 
claimed the “deified” will, namely the human one, just as he also proclaimed 
the divine and uncreated nature in the incarnate God the Word who was 
completely humanified for us so that he could purify like by like and heal all 
the natural properties of our nature through all his own in accordance with 
the true and merciful tradition of the mystery. In turning away from this tra- 
dition the authors of the innovation have wandered into heretical myths,’ 
having through their innovation let the pious proclamation slip away. 


The most holy bishop Deusdedit of Cagliari said: 
g. In order to completely eliminate the aforesaid heretics, namely the 
authors of this innovation, it is entirely fitting that once again we bring 


21 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 30.12, 5-6 (SChr 250: 248 Gallay/Jourjon). 

22 The reference is to a letter of Pyrrhus of Constantinople (bishop 638-41 and 654) to 
John of Rome (bishop 640-642) that was quoted earlier in the fifth session (ACO® 1: 338, 
18-22 Riedinger). 

23 Allusion to the passage of Cyril cited above. 

24 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 30.12, 12-13 (SChr 250: 250 Gallay/Jourjon). 

25 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 30.12, 5-6 (SChr 250: 248 Gallay/Jourjon). 

26 John 4:6; Matt 4:2; John 19:28; Luke 22:44; John 11:35. 27 See 2 Tim 4:4. 
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the holy Cyril into the center, specifically the testimony of the teacher that 
they mentioned, which is to say his defense of the fourth of the Twelve 
Chapters,’** especially because they have said that they take him without 
fail to be an interpreter and exegete of the pious understanding of the doc- 
trines proclaimed about Christ the God. So then, in this defense against 
those who criticized him and brought dissensions upon him, or rather 
inflicted them upon the mystery of the economy by dividing up all the 
sayings of the holy gospels about the one and the same incarnate God the 
Word, the teacher spoke clearly as follows: 


But [Theodoret] imagines that he has said something wise and in- 
contestable. For he says’? that if the Word of God was the one who 
cried out, “Father, if possible, let this cup pass from me,”3° then 
first of all he was dissenting from the Father, and moreover it was 
wrong of him to pray to avert drinking the cup, when he was not 
unaware that his suffering was going to be salvific for the world; 
therefore, such sayings cannot be the sayings of God the Word. 
Anyone who buoys himself with such spurious arguments?’ will 
hear this in reply from us: Since it seems to you that such sayings 
ought to be driven away from God the Word and attributed only 
to the form of the slave, aren’t you then dividing the one again 
into two sons? Who in their right mind would not find this obvi- 
ous? For perhaps someone who follows your line of reasoning, my 
friend, will say that it is both implausible and beyond proper rea- 
son for the form of the slave to pray to avert the suffering and to 
be seen dissenting from the Father and even from the indwelling 
Word, since he knew, I presume, that the suffering would be for 
the salvation of those under heaven and would secure life for those 
conquered by death, and therefore he ought to have been seen to 
be above timidity and to have chosen to follow the bidding of God. 
Wow, are you really unaware that you have pointlessly spouted a 
bunch of malarkey? How enormous is this stinking pile of your 
ideas! With no hesitation at all I myself would say that [354] all 


28 The reference is to the letter of Paul of Constantinople (bishop 641-653) to Theodore 
of Rome (bishop 642-649), dated to May 645. This letter was read out at the fourth 
session on October 19, 649 (ACO® 1: 196-204 Riedinger). Paul alluded to but did not 
quote Cyril’s defense of his fourth chapter. 

29 Here Cyril is summarizing Theodoret, not quoting him. 30 Matt 26:39. 

31 See Job 11:12. 32 See Phil 2:7. 
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human traits are insignificant to the Word born from God. And I 
ask whose emptying he thinks it was and who voluntarily suffered 
this?33 For if, as they claim, it was the form of the slave or “the 
one from the seed of David,”3+ how or in what way was it emptied 
when it was assumed by God? But if it is the Word himself, being 
in the form of God and equal to him,35 who is said to have emptied 
himself, how indeed or in what way was he emptied if he prayed 
to avert the emptying? Emptying for God the Word, who knows 
nothing of change, means doing or saying something human on 
account of his coming together with the flesh for the purposes of 
the economy. But even though he became a human being, in no 
way does the logic of the mystery do him any damage in his na- 
ture. For he remained what he was, even when he reached down 
in humanity for the salvation and life of the world. Therefore, it is 
not to two persons but to one Christ and Son and God that we will 
attribute the sayings in the gospels and the holy apostles, neither 
belittling his divine nature and glory on account of the human 
traits nor indeed denying the economy, but believing that they 
belong to the Word himself, who was humanified for us.3° 


See how clearly the teacher has put a stop to this heretical outrage — I mean 
the absurd dissension of wills, which those who are stupid attempt to intro- 
duce against our Savior — when he called them “spurious arguments” and “a 
stinking pile of wicked ideas.” Therefore, after driving away these people so 
very nobly and in no way at all accepting any dissension whatsoever against 
either the divinity or the humanity of the Only-Begotten since this is a he- 
retical and condemned idea, he wisely approved the emptying in the mystery. 
It was on account of this emptying that God the Word himself, “being in the 
form of God and equal to him,” as he says, did not in any way pray to avert 
“doing or saying something human on account of his coming together with 
the flesh.” For this reason “it is to the one and only Christ and Son and God” 
that he attributes “the sayings” about him “in the gospels and the holy apos- 
tles,” so that he is “neither belittling his divine nature on account of the hu- 
man traits nor indeed denying the economy” on account of the divine traits. 


33 See Phil 2:7. 34 Rom 1:3. 35 See Phil 2:6. 

36 Cyril of Alexandria, Defense of the Twelve Chapters against Theodoret, defense of chapter 
4 (ACO 1.1.6: 124, 30-125, 27 Schwartz). Theodoret’s Refutation of the Twelve Chapters 
against Cyril of Alexandria is translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 641-657. 
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Therefore, according to the teaching of the most wise Cyril, they deny 
the emptying of the only-begotten God and quite plainly do away with 
his merciful economy toward us. They do not assign the saying, “Father, 
if possible, let this cup pass from me,”3’ to the Savior himself, who had 
become a human being for us, which he said as a demonstration of his com- 
plete humanification for us, inasmuch as he rejected nothing at all of what 
is ours but confirmed in truth and by nature whatever characterizes our 
substance, except only for sin.3* Rather, they assign this saying, which con- 
tains the prayer he made on our behalf which is very much in keeping with 
the mystery, to someone else besides the Savior and in order to destroy 
this prayer they declare that he dissented [from the Father]. As a result, we 
must understand that the prayer in reference to Christ being unwilling is in 
keeping with the pious confession of the holy fathers. As the teacher says:3? 


For the Word of God became a human being not in order to per- 
form and speak everything again as God like he was before the 
humanification, but to say certain things repeatedly on account of 
the need of the economy with the flesh and as a human being. So 
then, since [356] the mystery has this power, how is it not absurd 
for those listening to him to be scandalized if he happens to speak 
at times in a more human manner? For he speaks as a human be- 
ing and he also speaks as God, having authority in both ways {but 
he has no dissension at all, as the heretics claim}. For he speaks 
humanly, “Now my soul is troubled,”#° and again divinely, “I have 
the authority to lay [my soul] down and I have the authority to 
take it again.”* Being troubled is thus proper to the flesh, while 
having the authority to lay down the soul and take it again is the 
work of the power of God the Word. Therefore, just as whenever 
he speaks something divine even though he became a human be- 
ing, we are not scandalized but we understand that the Word has 
been united to the flesh, so too whenever he speaks something as 
a human being we are not scandalized since we understand that he 
became a human being for us? | and speaks what is appropriate 


37 Matt 26:39. 38 See Heb 4:15. 

39 This testimony is actually a concatenation of several Cyrilline texts. In the following 
translation, the transition to a new source is indicated by a vertical line. Deusdedit also 
interspersed editorial comments, which are marked by curly brackets. 

4o John 12:27. 41 John ro:18. 

42 Cyril of Alexandria, Thesaurus XXTV (PG 75: 4ooa12—c2 Aubert). 
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for the humanity {which he assumed for us with its natural prop- 
erties}. Now weeping, being troubled, being agitated, praying to 
avert death,# and the passions similar to these are proper to the 
humanity. | Even if it is especially true that the event was not for 
him entirely and in every way willed, nonetheless for the sake of 
salvation and life for all he made the suffering on the cross volun- 
tary. For if he did not make the suffering the object of his will, even 
though it was very undesired, what then is the motive we are to 
understand for his praying and saying, “Father, if possible, let this 
cup pass from me”?45 | For see how the suffering was not willed 
by the Savior. But since it was entirely and in every way necessary 
to undergo it on account of the good things that would result from 
the suffering, he made it the object of his will for us. For he would 
not have threatened his betrayer with torments beyond every evil, 
nor said that it would have been better for him not to have come 
into existence,‘ nor would he have even thought of his quondam 
assistant in the carrying out of his intentions as utterly worthy of 
punishment, if the suffering for him was in fact willed.4’ | Since 
he punishes him for having sinned, how can it not be obvious that 
he underwent the suffering involuntarily? But this onetime event, 
which depended upon the madness of the Jews and the malice of 
the devil, he showed by his own power to be the way of life and 
salvation for those on earth.#* 


Even though the teacher said these things, the ancient and current heretics 
ignore the sage advice of his words. When they hear that the Savior spoke 
or enacted something divine they are not scandalized at all, but when it 
comes to something by nature human, they are thoroughly scandalized, as 
they do not understand that he became a human being and speaks and does 


43 See John 11:35; John 12:27; Matt 26:37, 39. 

44. Cyril of Alexandria, Thesaurus XXIV (PG 75: go1bs—9 Aubert). 

45 Matt 26:39. This is passage is from Cyril of Alexandria’s Commentary on the Gospel 
according to Matthew 6 (PG 72: 456c4—7 and c1o—14 Aubert). This commentary is extant 
only in fragments. 

46 See Matt 26:39. 

47 Cyril of Alexandria, Commentary on the Gospel according to Matthew 6 (PG 72: 456c14—d7 
Aubert). 

48 The final portion of this quotation presumably also comes from the Commentary on the 
Gospel according to Matthew 6, but is not included in Aubert’s edition of the fragments in 
PG 72. 
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what is appropriate for the humanity, which he assumed for us with all its 
natural properties. Rather, they think they’ve devised some novel confuta- 
tion they can haul out against the words of the fathers, and having guided 
themselves to error they think that the reason the Word of God became 
a human being was in order “to perform and speak everything divinely 
again as God alone like he was before the humanification” but absolutely 
nothing that was human “on account of the need of the economy with the 
flesh.” Rather, they think that the mystery of the economy is a question of 
mere illusion and unreality, since the Word enacted or spoke nothing that 
accords with our nature. But even if he did speak something, they say, he 
was simply posing as us, not making known that he became a human being 
at the level of substance while always remaining God by nature. 

[358] Therefore, because the fathers say that our Lord and God had the 
authority to act and speak in both ways, namely both divinely and humanly, 
for the confirmation of both of the substances from which he exists and 
because they say that the suffering for him was willed and not willed, they” 
attempt to introduce dissensions against him for the destruction of his nat- 
ural wills and activities. Thus, it is clear that they not only plainly deny the 
mystery of his humanification, but they also utter blasphemy against the 
doctrine of divinity when they make him out to be unjust for imposing 
indiscriminate penalties, which must be the case if, as the teacher said, he 
condemned the one who had been his “assistant in the carrying out of his 
intentions.” For walking around in the darkness of their innovation they 
knew nothing of the mysteries of God incarnate, and having fallen into er- 
ror for this reason they were destroyed in their dissensions and completely 
swallowed up by punishments. For they argued all this in an unlearned 
manner to reject the economy and to nullify the teaching of the fathers, 
but they were skillfully overthrown by the very same fathers through us 
who are their successors. And thus what was wisely said by the blessed Isai- 
ah has been fulfilled in them: “The fool will speak what is foolish and his 
heart will concoct what is vain, in order to accomplish what is lawless and 
to speak error against the Lord.”5° But what will they do hereafter, it says,” 
when the Lord God brings them all to judgment so that judgment may be 
delivered against them for their acts of impiety against him? 


49 Monothelites. 50 Isa 32:6. 51 See Jer 5:31. 
52 See Jer 5:31; Joel 4:2; Ezek 20:35; Hos 7:13. 
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The most holy and most blessed pope Martin of God’s holy, catholic, and 
apostolic church of the Romans said: 

10. Since the aforementioned men, which is to say the authors of the 
innovation, “had a disobedient and rebellious heart, for they turned aside 
and went away,” according to what is written, “and they did not say in their 
heart, ‘Let us fear the Lord our God,’”5} we are bidden to “tell of his salva- 
tion”s+ with boldness, namely the doctrine of the humanification, through 
the trumpets of the Spirit, I mean of course the holy fathers. Let us listen 
once again to the blessed Cyril when he taught that our Lord and God Je- 
sus Christ refused absolutely none of the natural properties of the all-holy 
flesh endowed with soul that was united to him hypostatically, “except for 
sin,”55 but rather he voluntarily had experience of them in every way for our 
salvation. For here is what he says: 


Because just as death would not have been nullified unless he had 
died, so too does he understand each of the passions of the flesh. For 
unless he had experienced fear, our nature would not have become 
free of fear. Unless he had experienced sorrow, our nature would 
never have been delivered from sorrow. Unless he had experienced 
distress and [360] terror, our nature would have never escaped these. 
If you apply the same line of reasoning to each of our human expe- 
riences, you will find that the passions of the flesh were aroused in 
Christ, not so that they might prevail in him as they do in us, but so 
that when aroused they might be nullified by the power of the Word 
indwelling in the flesh, thereby changing our nature for the better.*° 


This, then, is the merciful purpose of his humanification according to the 
teaching of the fathers, that by allowing these completely blameless passions 
to be aroused in himself willingly, he would nullify them mightily and set 
our nature free from them. For it cannot be free of them in any other way 
than by him having experience of them voluntarily himself on our behalf 
through the suffering of the flesh. It is therefore clear, as we have repeatedly 
said, that the manner in which theys’ dissents* constitutes a denial of the 


53 Jer 5:23-24. 54 1 Chr 16:23. 55 Heb 4:15. 

56 Cyril of Alexandria, Thesaurus XXIV (PG 75.397c1-13 Aubert). 57 Monothelites. 

58 There’s a pun here: Martin’s opponents are dissenting from what he takes to be the 
orthodox tradition, but they are doing so by saying that if Christ had two wills, 
necessarily there would be dissent between them. 
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doctrine of the economy because they do not confess in accord with the 
holy fathers that, just as he dissolved death by death, so too our sorrow by 
sorrow, distress by distress, terror by terror, and in sum all the natural pas- 
sions in us by voluntary passions. For in this way he not only made it known 
that he truly became human for human beings, confirming the nature unit- 
ed to himself hypostatically in a display of our natural passions, but also he 
voluntarily put forward the passions of his own flesh as bait for the tempter 
so that, once deceived, he would attack, as Gregory the Theologian said: 


For he put forward our temptations as an invitation to the tempter 
to unmask the tempter as a fool. After all, it was right that the one 
who had deceived should be completely deceived and the one who 
had lured Adam into transgression by hope for divinity? should be 
bested by the flesh, so that the condemnation of the flesh might be 
nullified, death being put to death by flesh.” 


261 


For “since death came through a human being,”®' it was necessary that out 
of compassion the humanified God, who through feelings of mercy had not 
forgotten what he himself had formed, bestow upon our nature that life which 
cannot be dissolved by any death, in that he nullified our disobedience through 
his own obedience. For the humanified God himself offered this obedience 
humanly for our sake to his own natural begetter, namely, God the Father, 
by becoming obedient to him unto death, death on the cross,® petitioning 
from him that the fruit of his own supernatural obedience accrue to our nature 
through his own mediation and self-achievement of our freedom, namely, the 
way of the cup [of suffering]. And for this reason he said with salvific reverence, 
“Father, if possible, let the cup pass from me.”® “And being heard on account 
of his reverence, even though he was the Son,” as the Apostle says,°+ he made 
this his way and nullified the cup in himself through his venerable and true 
resurrection in the flesh, “the one free among the dead”®> becoming “the first- 
born from the dead,”® so that he might be revealed to be truly our liberator 
when we were dead in sin. For this was the will of God the Father and his only- 
begotten Son, and the all-holy Spirit (that is, of the one divinity beginningless 
in nature that is understood in the three at the level of substance), that through 


59 See Gen 3:6. 

60 This is a paraphrase of Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 39.13 (SChr 358: 178, 22-27 
Moreschini). 

61 1 Cor 15:22. 62 See Phil 2:8. 63 Matt 26:39. 64 Heb 5:7-8. 

65 Ps 87(88):5. 66 Col 1:18. 
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the Son himself conversing bodily with us and [362] fulfilling for our sake the 
Father’s (that is, his divine) will also humanly through obedience, he might 
dissolve our cup, which is to say the penalty of death, and thereby “that which 
is mortal be swallowed up by life.”®7 It was for this reason that he healed all that 
pertains to our nature — body, soul, mind, activity, and will — by assuming and 
uniting it to himself hypostatically. It was through these that Adam had trans- 
gressed the commandment voluntarily, and since the whole of him had sinned 
and the whole of him had been condemned, thus the whole of him needed to 
be healed by the very one who had earlier created our nature and later renewed 
it. As Gregory the Theologian says: 


If half of Adam had fallen, then that’s the half that would have been 
assumed and saved. But if the whole [Adam], then he was united 
as a whole to the Begotten and wholly saved. Well then, let {the 
advocates of accursed dissension} not begrudge us complete salva- 
tion and let them not attribute only bones and sinews — a sketch 
of a human being — to the Savior. For if [they say that] the human 
being was soulless, the Arians said the same thing, resulting in the 
attribution of the passion to the divinity since the body’s mover is 
also the sufferer! If, though, the human being was endowed with 
a soul but not with a mind, how would it even be human? For the 
human being is not a mindless animal. [In this case] his form and 
tent® would necessarily be human, but his soul could be that of a 
horse, cow, or any other mindless being, and thus this would be 
what was to be saved, and it would be me who had been deceived 
by the truth, since one part of me would boast [of being saved] 
even though another part of me had the honor [of being saved]. 
But if the human being is endowed with a mind, and not mindless 
{and the one endowed with mind by nature is surely also endowed 
with will}, let them stop being truly mindless {and let them believe 
that what is saved is what has been united to God}.7° 


67 2 Cor 5:4. 

68 Martin has inserted editorial comments into the quotation, which are marked with curly 
brackets. 

69 See 2 Cor 5:1, 5:4. 

70 Gregory of Nazianzus, Letter 101 to Cledonius 33-35 (SChr 208: 50 Gallay), translated in 
CEECW 3 on pp. 388-398. The third editorial insertion by Martin paraphrases Letter 
101 to Cledonius 32. 


539 


PART II: CHRISTOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVES AFTER CONSTANTINOPLE II 


Therefore, along with our nature the incarnate God the Word assumed 
and saved the nature’s will and activity. Accordingly, the same one is by na- 
ture endowed with will and activity for our salvation in both of the natures 
from which and in which he exists. So let them not tear apart the prayer of 
our Savior7' into a division of persons, as when it says that “God the Word 
willed to fulfill the saving passion, but his flesh was opposed to his will 
and dissented from him.”7? For these are the conceptions of that heretical 
foolishness which does not accept the completeness of our nature in Christ 
the God. For the one and the same Lord unconfusedly and undividedly 
made what is unwilled for our nature into an act of will, for the reasons 
validly given by our holy fathers. In addition to this they again teach us 
piously that in his prayer the all-good Lord made us moderate, merciful, 
and indeed especially lovers of God’} to the extent that we model ourselves 
on the prayer. We become moderate and merciful when we pray to avert 
temptations, show mercy to those who persecute us,’+ and perceive our 
own weakness in keeping with the instruction of the Lord himself, who 
said, “Pray that you do not enter into temptation; the spirit [364] is willing 
but the flesh is weak.”’75 We become lovers of God when we humble our- 
selves willingly before him and obediently submit to him and never resist 
his merciful counsels toward us, as a demonstration of our pious confession 
of him. 

Of all this he has become for us an example,” namely “the author of 
life”7’ by nature, our Lord and God Jesus Christ, when he suffered in the 
flesh voluntarily for our sake. They’* have been convicted of sinning against 
him through their own doctrines. “For the counsel of the wicked ones in 
its haste,” as the blessed Isaiah says, “will counsel lawless things to ruin the 
sound words of the faith with unjust words. But the pious have planned 
intelligent things and this counsel will remain forever.” 


The holy synod said: 


11. The authors of the innovation, as has been painstakingly proven to 
us by everything, seeing that not only have their impious statements been 
totally refuted by one another, but also the heretical and profane doctrines 


71 See Matt 26:39. 

72 Ekthesis (ACO? 1: 160, 16-18 Riedinger) = Sergius of Constantinople, First Letter to 
Honorius (ACO? 2.2: 542, 13-15 Riedinger). The quotation has been modified; the 
unmodified version was quoted in the speech of Maximus above on p. 526. 

73 Here we read philotheous instead of philotheois. 

74 See Matt 5:44. 75 Matt 26:41. 76 See x Pet 2:21. 77 Acts 3:15. 

78 Monothelites. 79 Isa 32:7-8, altered. 
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agree with them in all respects while the proclamations of the fathers and 
synods of the catholic church are utterly foreign and hostile to them, did 
not understand at all — as the prophet says, “because they were blinded 
from seeing with their eyes and understanding with their heart”*° — the 
sound decrees of our pious teachers, which they firmly established for the 
preservation of the orthodox faith. 

As for us, then, “who believe with the heart unto righteousness and con- 


ST 


fess with the lips unto salvation,”*' as the blessed Paul says, we believe, 
piously and without innovation, and just as we have received from them 
so too undeviatingly, in “one and the same only-begotten Son, our Lord 
and God Jesus Christ; the same one complete in divinity and the same one 
complete in humanity; the same one truly God and truly a human being 
consisting of a rational soul and a body; same-in-substance with the Father 
according to his divinity and the same one same-in-substance with us ac- 


982 


cording to his humanity, like us in every respect ‘except for sin,” begotten 
before the ages from the Father according to his divinity and ‘in the last 
days’*3 the same one for us and for our salvation born from the ever-virgin 
Mary and Theotokos according to his humanity; one and the same Christ, 
Son, Lord, Only-Begotten, acknowledged from two natures and in two na- 
tures unconfusedly, unchangeably, undividedly, inseparably, the difference 
between the natures being in no way destroyed because of the union but 
instead the distinctive feature of each nature being preserved unfailingly 
and coming together into one person and one hypostasis — not separated 
or divided into two persons but one and the same Only-Begotten, God, 
Word, Lord, Jesus Christ.”* And just as [we believe] that his natures united 
[366] unconfusedly and undividedly are two, so too [we believe] that the 
wills according to nature are two, divine and human, and the natural activ- 
ities are two, divine and human, for a perfect and complete confirmation 
that the one and the same, our Lord and God Jesus Christ, is by nature 
complete God and truly complete human being “except” only “for sin,”*5 
and that he wills and enacts our salvation both divinely and humanly, “just 
as the prophets from the beginning taught about him and Jesus Christ 
himself instructed us and the symbol of our holy fathers,” and in general 
each and every one of the five holy ecumenical synods and the approved 


preachers of the catholic church, “handed it down to us.”* 


80 Isa 44:18. 81 Rom ro:ro. 82 Heb airs. 83 Heb r:2. 
84 Chalcedonian Definition, slightly expanded. 85 Heb 4:15. 
86 Chalcedonian Definition, slightly expanded. 
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So now that we have confessed these things piously and in an orthodox 
manner in accordance with their divinely inspired teaching, in unison and 
concord we decree: 


Definition in Chapters of the Holy and Apostolic Synod of the Sacred 
Bishops that Convened in Elder Rome 


[368] Chapter 1. If anyone does not confess in accordance with the holy 
fathers, properly and truly, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, “Trinity in Unity 
and Unity in Trinity,”*” which is to say one God in three hypostases that 
are same-in-substance and same-in-glory, and that to the three belong one 
and the same divinity, nature, substance, power, lordship, kingship, author- 
ity, willing, activity, sovereignty, which is uncreated, beginningless, infinite, 
immutable, and also creates, administers, and sustains all things, let him be 
condemned. 

Chapter 2. If anyone does not confess in accordance with the holy fa- 
thers, properly and truly, that one of the holy, same-in-substance, and ven- 
erable Trinity, God the Word himself, came down from the heavens, and 
became incarnate of the Holy Spirit and the all-holy ever-virgin Mary, and 
became human, and was crucified in the flesh for us and for our salvation, 
and willingly suffered and was buried, and rose again on the third day, and 
ascended into the heavens, and is seated at the right hand of the Father, and 
will come again with his Father’s glory along with the flesh endowed with 
the intellectual soul that he assumed, to judge the living and the dead, let 
him be condemned.* 

[370] Chapter 3. If anyone does not confess in accordance with the holy 
fathers, properly and truly, that the holy, ever-virgin, and immaculate Mary 
is Theotokos, inasmuch as properly and truly it was God the Word him- 
self, who was begotten from God the Father before all ages, that she in the 
last ages conceived of the Holy Spirit without insemination and gave birth 
to without corruption, with her virginity remaining intact even after the 
birth, let him be condemned. 

Chapter 4. If anyone does not confess in accordance with the holy fa- 
thers, properly and truly, that there are two births of the one and the same, 


87 Justinian, Edict on the Orthodox Faith (ABAW.PH n.F. 18: 72, 16 Schwartz), translated in 
this volume on pp. 317-340. 

88 Starting with the words “came down” this canon is derived from the Nicene- 
Constantinopolitan Creed of 381, with omissions and expansions. 
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our Lord and God Jesus Christ, one before the ages from God the Father 
incorporeally and eternally and the other from the holy ever-virgin Mary 
in a fleshly manner in the last ages, and that the one and the same our Lord 
and God Jesus Christ is same-in-substance with God the Father according 
to his divinity and same-in-substance with his Mother the Virgin accord- 
ing to his humanity, and the same one is “passible in flesh, impassible in 
divinity; circumscribed in body, uncircumscribed in spirit; the same one is” 
uncreated and created, “earthly and heavenly, seen [by the eyes] and con- 
templated [by the mind], contained and uncontained, so that a whole hu- 
man being who has fallen under sin’s sway may be refashioned by a whole 
human being, the same one who is also God,”* let him be condemned. 

[372] Chapter 5. If anyone does not confess in accordance with the holy 
fathers, properly and truly, because of the word “incarnate,” that “one in- 
carnate nature of God the Word” indicates that our substance is complete- 
ly and perfectly in Christ himself “yet” only “without sin,”% let him be 
condemned. 

Chapter 6. If anyone does not confess in accordance with the holy fa- 
thers, properly and truly, that the one and the same our Lord and God 
Jesus Christ is from two natures, divinity and humanity, and in two natures, 
divinity and humanity, that are hypostatically united unconfusedly and un- 
dividedly, let him be condemned. 

Chapter 7. If anyone does not confess in accordance with the holy fa- 
thers, properly and truly, that the difference in substance between the na- 
tures from which the one and the same Christ exists is preserved in him 
after the ineffable union, let him be condemned. 

Chapter 8. If anyone does not confess in accordance with the holy fa- 
thers, properly and truly, that the composite or hypostatic union of the 
natures from which the one and the same Christ exists is acknowledged in 
him undividedly and unconfusedly, let him be condemned. 

[374] Chapter 9. If anyone does not confess in accordance with the holy 
fathers, properly and truly, that the natural distinctive features of Christ’s 
divinity and humanity are preserved in him without diminishment or de- 
ficiency as a true confirmation that the same one is complete God and 
complete human being by nature, let him be condemned. 


89 Gregory of Nazianzus, Letter 101 to Cledonius 14-15 (SChr 208: 42 Gallay), translated in 
CEECW 3 on pp. 388-398. 
go Heb 4:15. 
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Chapter ro. If anyone does not confess in accordance with the holy fa- 
thers, properly and truly, that there are two connaturally united wills of the 
one and the same Christ God, divine and human, on account of the fact 
that in each of his natures the same one wills our salvation by nature, let 
him be condemned. 

Chapter 11. If anyone does not confess in accordance with the holy fa- 
thers, properly and truly, that there are two connaturally united activities 
of the one and the same Christ God, divine and human, on account of the 
fact that in each of his natures the same one enacts our salvation by nature, 
let him be condemned. 

Chapter 12. If anyone confesses in accordance with the accursed heretics 
that there is one nature or one will or one activity of Christ’s divinity and 
humanity, in repudiation of the confession of the holy fathers and in rejec- 
tion of the economy of our Savior himself, let him be condemned. 

[376] Chapter 13. If anyone in accordance with the accursed heretics 
makes an addition to%' the two wills and two activities, divine and human, 
which are preserved at the level of substance in Christ our God in accord- 
ance with the union and which have been piously proclaimed by our holy 
fathers, so as to confess along with these, contrary to their teaching, both 
one will and one activity, let him be condemned. 

Chapter 14. If anyone in accordance with the accursed heretics denies and 
rejects, along with the one will and the one activity which is impiously con- 
fessed in Christ our God by the same heretics, also the two wills and the two 
activities, divine and human, which are preserved at the level of nature in the 
same Christ our God in accordance with the union and have been proclaimed 
in him by the holy fathers in an orthodox manner, let him be condemned. 

Chapter 15. If anyone in accordance with the accursed heretics foolishly 
takes the god-manly activity to be one, but does not confess it to be twofold 
in accordance with the holy fathers, which is to say divine and human, or 
confesses that the term “new” when used with “god-manly” signifies one 
activity but does not indicate the extraordinary and supernatural union of 
both, let him be condemned.” 


gt In Greek, epidiatattetai, a rare word used in Gal 3:15 that means “to amend” or “to make 
an addition to a final will and testament.” 

92 The expression “a new god-manly activity” was coined by ps.-Dionysius in his Fourth 
Letter, translated in this volume on pp. 191-193. It was first given the monoenergist 
interpretation that is condemned in this canon in Cyrus of Alexandria’s Pact of Union 
(633), where the phrase was altered to “one god-manly activity.” 
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[378] Chapter 16. If anyone, in accordance with the accursed heretics and 
in order to destroy the two wills and two activities, divine and human, which 
are preserved at the level of substance in Christ our God in accordance with 
the union and which have been piously proclaimed by our holy fathers, 
mindlessly imposes dissensions and divisions on the mystery of the economy 
that accords with them,%3 and for this reason does not assign the sayings of 
the gospels and apostles about the Savior himself to one and the same person 
at the level of substance, that is, to our Lord and God Jesus Christ himself, 
according to the celebrated Cyril, in confirmation that the same one is God 
by nature and truly a human being, let him be condemned. 

Chapter 17. If anyone does not confess in accordance with the holy 
fathers, properly and truly, everything that has been handed down and 
proclaimed to the holy catholic and apostolic church of God by the holy 
fathers themselves and the five approved ecumenical synods, even down to 
a single stroke of a letter,®* in word and thought, let him be condemned. 

Chapter 18. If anyone in accordance with the holy fathers and in unison 
and agreement with us does not reject and anathematize with soul and lips 
all those whom the holy catholic and apostolic church of God (which is to 
say the five holy ecumenical synods and all like-minded approved fathers 
of the church) rejected and anathematized as detestable heretics, together 
with all their writings, even down to a single stroke of a letter,9s [380] 
namely, Sabellius, Arius, Eunomius, Macedonius, Apollinarius, Polemon, 
Eutyches, Dioscorus, Timothy Aelurus, Severus, Theodosius, Colluthus, 
Themistius, Paul of Samosata, Diodore, Theodore, Nestorius, Theodulus 
the Persian, Origen, Didymus, Evagrius, and in sum all the other here- 
tics who have been discredited and rejected by the catholic church, whose 
doctrines are the offspring of diabolical activity, and those who have held 
views similar to theirs until death without repentance or who do hold such 
views or will hold them; and along with them it is just [to reject and anath- 
ematize] those who have been shown by the doctrines they professed to be 
of the same opinion and mind as them and ended their lives in their error, 
we mean Theodore who was once the bishop of Pharan, Cyrus of Alexan- 
dria, Sergius of Constantinople and his successors Pyrrhus and Paul, who 
persisted in their wicked beliefs, and all their impious writings, and those 
who have held views similar to theirs until death without repentance or 


93 Namely, accords with the two wills and two activities. 94 See Matt 5:18. 
95 See Matt 5:18. 


545 


PART II: CHRISTOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVES AFTER CONSTANTINOPLE II 


who do hold such views or will hold them, namely, one will or one activity 
of Christ’s divinity and humanity; and in addition to [382] these the most 
impious Ekthesis issued at the suggestion of the same Sergius by Emper- 
or Heraclius against the orthodox faith, which decreed the veneration of 
one will and by implication one activity in Christ the God, and everything 
impiously written or transacted by them in its support, and those who 
accepted it or anything®* written or transacted in its support; and along 
with these also the most impious Typos recently issued on the advice of the 
same Paul by the current serenely reigning Emperor Constantine” against 
the catholic church, inasmuch as it declares that the two natural wills and 
activities, divine and human, which were piously proclaimed by the holy 
fathers in the same Christ the true God and our Savior, are to be denied 
and relegated to silence along with the one will and one activity impiously 
venerated in him by the heretics, and for this reason decrees that together 
with the holy fathers the accursed heretics are to be unjustly acquitted, 
free from blame and condemnation, for the overthrow of the decrees and 
canons of the catholic church — so if anyone, as has been said, does not in 
unison with us reject and anathematize all these impious doctrines of their 
heresy, and what was impiously written by anyone at all in support of them 
or in vindication of them, [384] and the aforementioned heretics them- 
selves, we mean Theodore, Cyrus, Sergius, Pyrrhus, and Paul, as enemies 
of the catholic church; or if anyone holds to be deposed or condemned at 
all anyone of those who were rashly deposed and condemned in whatever 
way or at whatever place or at whatever time by them, or by those who 
have expressed views similar to theirs in writing or orally, for not holding 
their views but rather confessing with us the views of the holy fathers, and 
does not regard him, whoever he may be, that is, whether he is a bishop or 
presbyter or deacon or belongs to some other ecclesiastical rank, or a monk 
or a layperson, as pious and orthodox and a defender of the catholic church 
and firmly established in it in the rank to which he was called by the Lord, 
and does not declare them to be impious and their lawless judgments or de- 
crees on this subject to be expired and invalid and void, or rather profane, 
accursed, and despicable, let him be condemned. 


96 Here we read é¢ ti instead of éto/, in line with the vel aliquid of the Latin version. 
97 Constans II officially reigned as “Constantine”; “Constans” was a nickname that 
subsequently become the standard way of referring to him. 
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Chapter 19. If anyone thinks in conformity with the accursed heretics 
and holds their views and says out of rash stupidity that “these are the 
doctrines of piety that ‘those who from the beginning were eyewitnesses 
and servants of the word have handed on to us,””%* by which he means the 
five holy and [386] ecumenical synods, and thereby slanders the holy fa- 
thers themselves and the five holy ecumenical synods themselves in order 
to deceive the more simpleminded or to hand down their own profane 
misbelief, let him be condemned. 

Chapter 20. If anyone in accordance with the accursed heretics, in what- 
ever way or for whatever reason or at whatever time or at whatever place, 
“moves the boundaries which” the holy “fathers” of the catholic church 
firmly “set up”? (which is to say the five holy ecumenical synods) and auda- 
ciously concocts innovations or expositions’® of a different faith or instruc- 
tions'” or laws or definitions or documents or reports or letters or treatises 
or signed statements or false testimonies or synods or minutes of proceed- 
ings or ordinations that are invalid and not recognized in the ecclesiastical 
law or delegations or delegates that are unlawful and uncanonical, and in 
sum if he crookedly and maliciously does, as a result of diabolical activity, 
anything else that impious heretics are accustomed to do and goes against 
the pious and orthodox proclamations of the catholic church (which is to 
say those of its fathers and synods), in order to overthrow the pure confes- 
sion of our Lord and God Jesus Christ, and impiously continues to do such 
things unrepentantly until death, let him be condemned for ever and ever. 
“And let all the people say, Amen, Amen!”'® 

[388] Now that we have piously decreed these things, and done so with all 
precision according to the command of the Lord, and we have on the basis 
of apostolic authority thrown the weeds and all who cause stumbling-blocks, 
together with their chaff-like and heretical opinions, into the fire of the ca- 
nonical verdict, and safely gathered the wheat of the orthodox and faultless 
faith in him held by us Christians into the barn, that is, into his holy catholic 
church, using the winnowing fork of the fathers’ teaching,'°3 we sing songs of 
victory to it together with the prophet Zephaniah, “Rejoice, O daughter Zion! 
Proclaim, O daughter Jerusalem! Be glad and delight with your whole heart, O 


98 Ekthesis (ACO®* 1: 160, 29-31 Riedinger), quoting Luke 1:2. 

99 Prov 22:28. This verse was also cited in the Ekthesis (ACO? 1: 162, 8 Riedinger). 
100 In Greek, ektheseis, alluding to the Ekthesis. 
tor In Greek, typous, alluding to the Typos. 102 Ps 105(106):48. 
103 See Matt 13:25-30. 
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daughter Jerusalem! The Lord has taken away from you the injustices of those 


who oppose you; he has redeemed you from the hand of your enemies. The 


Lord will reign in your midst; you shall see evils no more.”'* Every heretical 


innovation has now been rejected and the entirety of the orthodox faith in you 


has been confirmed so that we may acquire eternal life from Christ the God 


and Savior of our souls, to whom with the Father and the Holy Spirit be glory, 


honor, kingship, and worship, now and always and for ever and ever. Amen. 


[390] Signatures of the God-Beloved Bishops of the Holy Synod"*s 


[Latin] 

[391] 1. Bishop Martin of the holy 
catholic and apostolic church of the 
city of Rome by the grace of God: 
Agreeing with this definition for the 
confirmation of the orthodox faith and 
the condemnation of Sergius who was 
once the bishop of Constantinople, 
Cyrus the high priest of Alexandria, 
Theodore likewise a bishop, Pyrrhus 
and Paul likewise bishops of Constan- 
tinople, together with their heretical 
writings, I sign. 


2. Bishop Maximus of the holy church 
of Aquileia: Agreeing with this defi- 
nition for the confirmation of the or- 
thodox faith and the condemnation of 


[Greek] 


[390] 1. Bishop Martin of God’s holy 
catholic and apostolic church of the 
Romans by the grace of God: Having 
decreed what precedes with the pres- 
ent holy synod for the confirmation of 
the orthodox faith of the holy fathers 
and the five ecumenical synods and for 
the condemnation of all the heretics 
anathematized by them and their every 
impious heresy and those who have 
recently sprung up in order to pervert 
the faith, namely Theodore who was 
once the bishop of Pharan, Cyrus of 
Alexandria, Sergius of Constantinople 
and his successors Pyrrhus and Paul, 
and all heretical writings and the im- 
pious Ekthesis and the impious Typos, 
which were unlawfully proclaimed by 
them, I sign with my own hand. 

2. Bishop Maximus of Aquileia, like- 
wise. 


104 Zeph 3:14—-15, with additions and omissions. 
105 The original versions of the signatures are preserved in Latin, whereas revised versions 


are preserved in Greek. 
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[Latin] 


Sergius who was once the bishop of 
Constantinople, Cyrus the high priest 
of Alexandria, Theodore likewise a 
bishop, Pyrrhus and Paul likewise bish- 
ops of Constantinople, together with 
their heretical writings, I sign. 

3. Bishop Deusdedit of the holy church 
of Cagliari: Agreeing with this defi- 
nition for the confirmation of the or- 
thodox faith and the condemnation of 
Sergius who was once the bishop of 
Constantinople, Cyrus the high priest 
of Alexandria, Theodore likewise a 
bishop, Pyrrhus and Paul likewise bish- 
ops of Constantinople, together with 
their heretical writings, I sign. 


[Greek] 


3. Bishop Deusdedit of Cagliari, like- 


wise.'%° 


106 After the signatures of Martin, Maximus, and Deusdedit, there are 106 additional 
signatures. These are omitted from the translation. 


549 


34 


Acts of the Third Council of Constantinople 
(680-681): Selected Proceedings 
and the Synodal Definition 


Introduction and Translation by Mark DelCogliano 


INTRODUCTION 


The Lateran synod of 649 was a deliberate rebuke of imperially backed 
monothelitism.’ As the Typos was still in force,’ the decrees of the synod 
were thus in direct contravention of imperial policy, a contributing factor 
to the eventual arrest, exile, and mistreatment of Martin of Rome and Max- 
imus the Confessor. In the aftermath of this persecution, successive bishops 
of Rome kept silent on the Lateran synod, undoubtedly wishing to avoid 
further outbreaks of imperial wrath. Tensions between the sees of Rome 
and Constantinople simmered, as each refused to acknowledge the other. 
The stalemate ended in 678 when Constantine IV, who had replaced 
his father Constans II as emperor in 668 and whose first decade of rule 
had been preoccupied by military affairs, invited the bishop of Rome (at 
the time Donus) to send delegates to Constantinople for a discussion of 
the matter of the number of wills in Christ. Donus died before receiv- 
ing the invitation but his successor Agatho was in favor of the proposal. 
‘To prepare he convened a number of small western councils to discuss 
the issue. Representatives from these synods then convened for a synod in 
Rome at Easter 680 with 125 bishops in attendance. Here they agreed that 
monoenergism and monothelitism were to be rejected, and the doctrines 
of dyoenergism and dyothelitism to be affirmed as orthodoxy. Around this 


H 


For a summary of the monoenergist and monothelite controversies from the early 630s 
until the Lateran synod see the introduction to Acts of the Lateran Synod, translated in this 
volume on pp. 521-549. 

Translated in this volume on pp. 518-520. 
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time Agatho wrote a long letter to Constantine IV containing a detailed 
theological exposition of dyoenergism and dyothelitism buttressed by ex- 
tensive scriptural and patristic support. Another letter to the emperor was 
written by the Roman synod, in which inter alia the bishops affirmed the 
decrees of the Lateran synod, thereby ending the Roman silence over it. 

The Roman delegation finally arrived in Constantinople on September 
10, 680. It consisted of the presbyters Theodore and George, the deacon 
John,} and the subdeacon Constantine, all of the church of Rome and the 
proxies of Pope Agatho; the Italian bishops John of Portus, Abundantius of 
Paternum, and John of Rhegium, who represented the Roman synod; the 
presbyter Theodore who was the proxy of bishop Theodore of Ravenna; 
and four Greek monks (Theophanes, George, Conon, and Stephen).* Con- 
stantine IV promptly decided to convene an ecumenical council instead 
of a small meeting of bishops. Summonses were sent to all the bishops 
within the jurisdiction of Constantinople and those further away. And so, 
on November 7, 680 what came to be known as the third Council of Con- 
stantinople (after the ecumenical councils held in the same city in 381 and 
5§3) and the sixth ecumenical council opened, with forty-three bishops in 
attendance. The sessions were held in a large domed hall of the imperial 
palace known as Trullus. There were eighteen sessions in all, with the last 
one on September 16, 681, by which time 174 bishops had arrived. ‘The 
emperor himself presided over the first eleven sessions as well as the eight- 
eenth. The highest-ranking bishops in attendance were George the patri- 
arch of Constantinople and Macarius the patriarch of Antioch, the latter 
of whom was aided by his “disciple” or peritus Stephen. What follows is a 
summary of the sessions that indicates which selections from the acts have 
been translated.s 


3 The deacon John later became pope (as John V), reigning less than two years in 685-686. 

4 The monk Conon later became pope, reigning less than a year in 686-687. 

5 The acts of the first seven sessions appear to present an “official” or even “bowdlerized” 
version of events that suppress patriarch George of Constantinople’s animating role in the 
advocacy of monothelitism: see Richard Price, “Constantinople ITI and Constantinople 
IV: Minorities Posing as the Voice of the Whole Church,” Annuarium Historiae 
Conciliorum 49 (2018/2019), 127-137, at 129-134. The summary in this introduction 
follows the official acts with this caveat in mind and does not attempt to reconcile these 
with the independent account of the opening sessions of the council in Liber pontificalis 81. 
Nor does the summary offered here expose the tenuousness of some of the claims made 
by the dyothelites against the monothelites. 
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Sessions 1-3: The Acts of the Ecumenical Councils 
(November 7-13, 680) 


At the first session the Roman delegates requested that the clergy of Con- 
stantinople identify the sources of the monoenergist and monothelite doc- 
trines taught by successive patriarchs of Constantinople (Sergius, Pyrrhus, 
Paul, and Peter) and by Cyrus of Alexandria and Theodore of Pharan. 
George of Constantinople and Macarius of Antioch, representing the 
monothelite faction, replied that they had learned these doctrines from the 
previous ecumenical councils and other ecclesiastical authorities as well 
as from the aforementioned patriarchs of Constantinople, together with 
Cyrus of Alexandria — and also Honorius of Rome. Accordingly, the first 
three sessions of the synod were devoted to examining the acts of previ- 
ous councils in an attempt to prove that monothelitism had the weight of 
the ecumenical councils behind it. The remainder of the first session was 
occupied with a reading of the acts of Ephesus I. They stopped at a passage 
from Cyril of Alexandria’s oration to Emperor Theodosius in which he 
said that Christ’s will was “all-powerful.”® When Macarius interpreted this 
as an affirmation of one will in Christ, the Roman delegation objected and 
a debate ensued before Constantine IV adjourned the session. The second 
session on November 10, 680 turned to a reading of the acts of Chalcedon. 
When the reading came to the passage in Leo’s Tome to Flavian about each 
“form” doing what pertained to it,’ the Roman delegation seized upon it 
as clearly teaching two natural activities in Christ that were undivided and 
unconfused. Macarius objected to this interpretation and debate followed 
until Constantine IV adjourned the session. The acts of the first two ses- 
sions are translated below. 

At the third session on November 13, 680 the acts of Constantinople I 
were read out. When the reading came to a discourse of Menas of Con- 
stantinople addressed to Vigilius of Rome and to two separate letters from 
Vigilius to Justinian and Theodora containing clear monothelite state- 
ments, the Roman delegation claimed that they had been falsely inserted 
into the acts. Constantine ordered that the charges be investigated, but the 
results would not be initially announced until the twelfth session on March 
20, 681 and then definitively proven true at the fourteenth session on April 
5, 681. Once the reading of the acts was completed Constantine asked the 


6 Cyril of Alexandria, Oration to Theodosius 1 (ACO 1.1.1: 42, 31-43, 3 Schwartz). 
7 Leo of Rome, Tome to Flavian 4, translated in this volume on pp. 36-48. 
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synod whether Macarius had demonstrated that Christ had one activity 
and one will. The answer was negative. There was nothing in the acts of 
the third, fourth, and fifth ecumenical councils that definitively supported 
monothelitism. 


Session 4: The Letter of Agatho and the Report of the Roman 
Synod (November 15, 680) 


The fourth session on November 15, 680 was taken up with reading, at the 
request of George of Constantinople, the long letter from Pope Agatho to 
Constantine IV and the report of the Roman synod to the emperor. No 
discussion of these documents is recorded in the acts; judgment upon these 
documents would be delivered at the eighth session on March 7, 681. In 
his letter to the emperor Agatho defended dyothelitism as the traditional 
teaching of the church, supporting his exposition with interpretations of 
scripture and many quotations from authoritative church fathers. The doc- 
trinal expositions contained in this letter are translated below. The second 
document communicated the decisions of the Roman synod. It contains 
a brief statement of their understanding of the apostolic faith (which was 
elaborated at greater length in Agatho’s letter), asserts that the Lateran 
synod of 649 affirmed this faith, and apologizes for the delay in sending 
delegates for the meeting proposed by Constantine IV. 


Sessions 5-7: Presentation of the Patristic Florilegia 
(December 7, 680—February 13, 681) 


The attempt to justify monothelitism shifted from the acts of the ecumen- 
ical councils to the writings of ecclesiastical authorities. The next six ses- 
sions were taken up mostly with the presentation and examination of the 
patristic florilegia assembled by each side. At the fifth session on December 
7, 680 Macarius presented two codices entitled “Testimonies of the holy 
fathers teaching one will of the Lord Jesus Christ our God,” and it took 
the whole session to read through them. No discussion of the testimonies 
is recorded. The council did not resume until the sixth session on February 
12, 681, at which Macarius presented a third codex of patristic excerpts, en- 
titled “Additional testimonies on the will.” When these had been read out 
(again no discussion of them is recorded), the case for monothelitism based 
on ecclesiastical authorities was now completed. Constantine IV ordered 
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the codices to be marked with seals by the imperial magistrates and the 
Roman delegation for later identification. The Roman delegation then not 
only denied that the monothelite party had proved their case with the pa- 
tristic testimonies, but they also accused Macarius and his peritus Stephen 
of mutilating many of the passages to make them favorable to their cause. 
They petitioned the emperor to order that their excerpts be compared to 
the “original books” (ta authentika biblia) in the patriarchal library (this 
comparison would take place at the eighth and ninth sessions on March 7 
and 8, 681). The acts of the sixth session are translated below. 

At the seventh session on February 13, 681 the Roman delegates pre- 
sented their own florilegium of patristic excerpts, entitled “Testimonies of 
the holy and approved fathers demonstrating two wills and two activities 
in our Lord, God, and Savior Jesus Christ.” Their florilegium contained 
not only testimonies on the dyoenergist and dyothelite doctrines, but 
also some counter-testimonia taken from heretics which exhibited the 
monoenergist and monothelite doctrines. After these were read out the 
Roman delegation asked George and Macarius whether their party agreed 
with the documents read out at the fourth session (the letter from Pope 
Agatho to Constantine IV and the report of the Roman synod to the em- 
peror). But the monothelites demurred, requesting that before answering 
they be given copies of these documents in order to read them carefully 
and compare the patristic testimonies cited in them with the original texts. 
The codex with these documents was produced and Constantine ordered 
it to be marked with a seal by the imperial magistrates and both parties 
before the session adjourned. 


Sessions 8-10: Examination of the Patristic Florilegia 
(March 7-18, 681) 


At the eighth session on March 7, 681 George of Constantinople reported 
that he had carefully read the letter from Pope Agatho to Constantine IV 
and the report of the Roman synod to the emperor and had compared the 
patristic excerpts in the former with the complete texts kept in his patriar- 
chal library and determined that they accurately represented the teaching 
of the fathers. Convinced by these documents, George then confessed the 
dyothelite doctrine. In light of this many other bishops of major cities and 
all the suffragan bishops under Constantinople switched sides too, each 
professing in various ways two natures, two wills, and two activities in Jesus 
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Christ, one of the holy Trinity. George of Constantinople even made the 
gesture of requesting that the name of the pope be restored to the diptychs.* 

The attention of the synod then turned to Macarius, who repeated his 
resolute commitment to monothelite and monoenergist views. The syn- 
od then required him to stand up, dramatically signaling that he was now 
a defendant on trial. Constantine IV ordered that the codices of extracts 
compiled by Macarius and Stephen be brought out for a comparison with 
the complete texts kept in the patriarchal library. Macarius verified that 
the codices were his and again affirmed his monothelite beliefs. Then an 
exposition of faith previously composed by him, which provided a detailed 
apology for monothelitism, was read out. Constantine then asked Macar- 
ius whether he would accept dyothelitism and dyoenergism, to which the 
archbishop of Antioch replied that he would not, “not even if I were cut 
apart limb by limb and hurled into the sea.”? The comparison of the tes- 
timonies compiled by Macarius and Stephen with the original texts then 
began with an examination of two testimonies excerpted from the treatise 
On the Incarnation against Apollinarius attributed (wrongly) to Athanasius. 
Macarius and Stephen were found guilty of selective citation, adducing 
some passages of the treatise in favor of their position while excluding oth- 
ers contrary to their views. A heated debate ensued over the meaning of 
these pseudo-Athanasian texts, before further testimonies cited by Macar- 
ius and Stephen were read out (without discussion). Extensive selections 
from the acts of the eighth session are translated below. 

The comparison of the testimonies compiled by Macarius and Stephen 
with the original texts continued the next day at the ninth session. In the end, 
Macarius and Stephen were convicted of deliberately mutilating and will- 
fully misinterpreting many excerpts, as the Roman delegation had claimed. 
The synod then called for Macarius and Stephen to be deposed for subvert- 
ing the orthodox faith, corrupting the teachings of ecclesiastical authorities, 
and promoting heresy. Stephen was even thrown out of the building. 

At the tenth session on March 18, 681 archivists confirmed that the ex- 
cerpts in the florilegium of the Roman delegates were authentic, citing 


8 In late antiquity the diptychs of a church were lists of bishops with whom the church was 
in communion. The removal of a bishop’s name from the diptychs constituted breaking 
communion with that bishop (whether living or dead); conversely, the restoration of a 
bishop’s name signaled the reestablishment of communion. 

9g ACO? 2.1: 232, 12-13 Riedinger, translated below on p. 600. 
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numerous examples. After this the Roman delegates had some counter- 
testimonia from Apollinarius entered into the record, which they had not 
been able to include in their florilegium. The session ended with the read- 
ing out of a dyothelite confession of faith authored by Peter of Nicomedia 
and other bishops, clerics, and monks who had once been among the chief 
monothelite supporters of Macarius. 


Sessions 11-13: Recent Writings (March 18-28, 681) 


It was now demonstrated that the monoenergist and monothelite doctrine 
did not have the approbation of ecclesiastical tradition as evidenced by the 
acts of the ecumenical councils and the testimonies of patristic authorities. 
‘The synod now turned to an examination of more recent writings to deter- 
mine whether they agreed with the traditional faith of the church. At the 
eleventh session, also on March 18, 681, the Synodical Letter of Sophronius 
was read out. There was no discussion of this letter. At the same session 
writings of Macarius in the holdings of the patriarchal library were brought 
out for examination, two codices and one quaternion, to see if they bore 
testimony to monoenergism and monothelitism. They did. At the twelfth 
session on March 20, 681 the patrician John brought additional codices 
and papers containing the writings of Macarius. Among other writings 
not pertinent to the trial of Macarius, copies of three monoenergist letters 
were discovered in the codices: the first letter of Sergius to Cyrus, the letter 
of Sergius to Honorius, and the letter of Honorius to Sergius. The first of 
these mentioned the discourse of Menas addressed to Vigilius, which was 
then read out. At the third session the Roman delegation had claimed that 
this discourse, as well as two letters from Vigilius to Justinian and Theodo- 
ra, had been falsely inserted into the acts of Constantinople II. Here in the 
twelfth session the claim was repeated, but with further specification: three 
additional quaternions with these false letters had been inserted into the 
copy of the acts of Constantinople II stored in the patriarchal library. The 
copies of the documents in Macarius’s codex were compared with the copy 
of the acts in the patriarchal library, and it was verified that they were the 
same. This was damning as it betrayed Macarius’s embrace of the formative 
documents of monoenergist doctrine — and perhaps his involvement in the 
clandestine insertion. The issue of these falsified documents would return 
in the fourteenth session on April 5. At the conclusion of the twelfth ses- 
sion Macarius was deposed from the episcopate. 
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The thirteenth session on March 28, 681 was devoted to examining the writ- 
ings of earlier seventh-century advocates of monoenergism and monothelit- 
ism and their successors: Theodore of Pharan, Cyrus of Alexandria, Honorius 
of Rome, and six patriarchs of Constantinople: Sergius (610-638), Pyrrhus 
(638-641), Paul (641-653), Peter (654-666), Thomas (667-669), John (669— 
675), and Constantine (675-677). Those documents read out and entered 
into the record include the first and second letters of Cyrus to Sergius, and 
the Pact of Union. All these were condemned — the documents themselves, the 
doctrines contained therein, and the persons of their authors — whereas the 
Synodical Letter of Sophronius was declared orthodox. The session concluded 
with the burning of all the writings judged to be heretical. 


Session 14: Verification of “Forgery” (April 5, 681) 


At the fourteenth session on April 5, 681 the archivists of the patriarchal 
library verified that the discourse of Menas addressed to Vigilius and letters 
from Vigilius to Justinian and Theodora had been falsely inserted into the 
acts of Chalcedon II. The charge was first made in the third session by the 
Roman delegation and came up again in the twelfth session. The archivists 
based their judgment on the fact that the handwriting used in the falsified 
documents on the pages inserted into the acts of Constantinople II was 
different than that used in the rest of the volume. They were also able to 
establish the volume’s chain of custody, figuring out that it had come into 
the possession of Stephen, the peritus of Macarius. And they could identify 
the handwriting as that of the monk George, a scribe of Macarius. George 
was interrogated and admitted everything. The “falsified” letters and their 
authors were then anathematized."° The session ended with the reading of 
a sermon attributed to Athanasius of Alexandria on John 12:27, “Now is 
my soul troubled,” which was judged to endorse two natural wills in Christ. 


10 But there actually wasn’t any forgery. Today, scholars consider the first edition of acts 
of Constantinople II to have contained the two genuine letters of Vigilius to Justinian 
and Theodora, at session 7, sections 6—7 (the discourse of Menas, while also genuine, 
didn’t belong). But these letters and other material demonstrating Vigilius’s perjury 
were excised in a second edition of the acts produced shortly after Vigilius issued his 
second Constitutum (554-555) in which he agreed to the condemnation of the Three 
Chapters. But it is not a simple question of confusion caused by two different editions of 
the acts; rather, the issues are more complicated. On all this, see Richard Price, The Acts 
of the Council of Constantinople of 553 with Related Texts on the Three Chapters Controversy, 
Translated Texts for Historians 51, 2 vols. (Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 2009), 
I: 104-108. 
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Sessions 15-16: Vain Attempts to Resolve the Controversy 
(April 26 and August g, 681) 


The fifteenth session on April 26, 681 witnessed the proceedings take a bi- 
zarre turn when a monk and presbyter named Polychronius was examined 
for holding monothelite views. Apparently he had been publicly claiming 
that he could demonstrate the truth of monothelitism by resurrecting a 
dead man with a tract of his in defense of the doctrine, and so the quack 
was brought in for debunking. A corpse was produced, Polychronius placed 
the tract upon it, and whispered in its ear, but no stirrings of life ensued. 
Though given a chance to confess dyoenergism and dyothelitism, Poly- 
chronius refused, saying, “Just as is contained in the document I brought 
and placed over the corpse, so too I believe in one will and god-manly 
activity, and I will not say anything else.”"' He was then anathematized and 
deposed from the priesthood. 

The council then went on hiatus for over three months. It resumed on 
August 9, 681 when at the sixteenth session a presbyter from Apamea named 
Constantine was brought in for questioning. He had claimed to know how 
to formulate a new “henotikon” that would effect a union between mono- 
thelites and dyothelites. His grandiose plan to end the controversy rested on 
the theory that the incarnate Word had only one divine will and had aban- 
doned his human will on the cross, which nonetheless somehow remained 
with his flesh and blood. For his efforts he was rewarded with anathematiza- 
tion. The sixteenth session ended with George of Constantinople attempt- 
ing to spare his patriarchal predecessors, all of them monothelites, from 
anathematization by name, but to no avail. Anathemas were pronounced 
against his predecessors Sergius, Pyrrhus, Paul, and Peter, as well as against 
Honorius of Rome, Cyrus of Alexandria, Theodore of Pharan, Macarius of 
Antioch and his peritus Stephen, Polychronius, and others. 


Sessions 17-18: The Synodal Definition (September 11 and 16, 
681) 


The last two sessions, the seventeenth and eighteenth, held on September 
11 and 16, were devoted to the preparation and formal presentation of the 
synodal definition. This definition, translated below in its entirety, marks 


11 ACO? 2.2: 680, 5-6 Riedinger. 


558 


Acts of the Third Council of Constantinople 


the formal end of the monoenergist and monothelite controversies. It was 
signed by 165 bishops and Constantine IV. 

What started in the early seventh century as a renewed attempt to recon- 
cile non-Chalcedonians estranged from the imperial Chalcedonian church 
became an internal Chalcedonian debate as interest in reconciling with 
non-Chalcedonians faded, causing a rift between Rome and Constantino- 
ple. It seems that Agatho died before receiving news of the decisions of 
Constantinople II, of which he was the chief architect. Macarius and the 
other bishops deposed with him accompanied the Roman delegation home 
to appeal to the pope, but their deposition and condemnation were con- 
firmed. The new bishop of Rome, Leo II, approved the synodal definition, 
cementing the synod’s reception as the sixth ecumenical council. 

One name is conspicuously absent from the acts: Maximus the Con- 
fessor. His memory remained too controversial.” But the understanding 
of dyoenergism and dyothelitism in the proceedings, in the documents 
entered into the record, and above all in the synodal definition is deeply 
imbued with his thought and amounts to an ecumenical endorsement of 
his theology, even if the full scope and depth of his Christology is not rep- 
resented. There is a stress on will and activity being associated with nature, 
in consequence of which and in keeping with the Chalcedonian affirmation 
of two natures in Christ, two natural activities and two natural wills are 
affirmed. Any potential conflict between Christ’s two wills is eliminated by 
appeal to the teaching that his human will was sinless and thus naturally 
subject to the divine will. At all times Christ’s human and divine wills oper- 
ate in communion with each other for human salvation. 

The monothelites at Constantinople II — in particular Macarius of 
Antioch and his disciple Stephen — were opposed to this view. Following 
the prohibitions voiced in the Ekthesis they refused to speak of number 
in relation to activity in Christ. But they did affirm that his activity was 
“ood-manly,” adopting the pseudo-Dionysian phrase much as the Pact of 
Union had done fifty years earlier. While their precise understanding of 
Christ’s god-manly activity is never specified in the acts, the phrase does 
suggest a unified activity resulting from the hypostatic union of the two 
natures in Christ. They did, however, affirm one will in Christ — one hy- 
postatic will — associating will with person not nature. The monothelites 


12 Maximus, however, was condemned by Macarius of Antioch in his confession of faith: see 
p- 598 below. 
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at Constantinople II appear to have been particularly worried about the 
human will implying sinfulness, so they excluded it from Christ, preferring 
to affirm instead that the one divine will of Christ is accomplished through 
his humanity. The version of monothelitism espoused by Macarius and 
Stephen is presented as nothing more than a Neo-Chalcedonian clarifica- 
tion of the traditional faith of the church. 

The translation here is based on the edition of Rudolf Riedinger, Con- 
cilium Universale Constantinopolitanum Tertium, ACO* 2.1-2 (Berlin: De 
Gruyter, 1990-1992), which has the Greek on the even-numbered pages 
and the Latin on the facing pages. The translations are based on the Greek 
text with reference to the Latin version, except for that of Agatho’s letter 
to Constantine IV in session 4, which is based on the original Latin with 
reference to the Greek version. 


TRANSLATION 


First Session 
(Held on November 7, 680) 


[14] In the name of the Lord and Master Jesus Christ, our God and Savior, 
in the reign of our divinely crowned and most serene Flavian masters, in 
the twenty-seventh year of Constantine the most pious and divinely cho- 
sen great Emperor, perpetual Augustus, and supreme Sovereign, and in the 
thirteenth year after the consulship of His Divinely Wise Gentleness, and 
in the twenty-second year of Heraclius and Tiberius his divinely protected 
brothers, on the seventh of the month of November in the ninth indiction, 
there presided in the council chamber called Trullus of the sacred palace 
the same most pious and Christ-loving great emperor Constantine, and by 
command of His Divinely Wise Serenity there were present and listening 
the most glorious ex-consul Nicetas ..."3 


kK O* 


[16] And there was convened the holy and ecumenical synod that was as- 
sembled by imperial decree in this divinely protected and imperial city, 
namely, 


13 At this point the names and titles of twelve additional imperial officials are omitted from 
the translation. 
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the most reverent presbyters Theodore and George, and the most reverent 
deacon John, proxies of the most sacred and most holy archbishop 
Agatho of Elder Rome; 

the most sacred and most holy archbishop George of this the gloriously 
named Constantinople, New Rome; 

the God-beloved presbyter and monk Peter, who is the representative of 
the see of the megalopolis of the Alexandrians; 


the most sacred archbishop Macarius of Antioch, the City of God; 


the most reverent presbyter and monk George, who is the ambassador 
of Theodore the most sacred representative of the see of the Jerusa- 
lemites; 

the bishop John of the city of Portus, the bishop Abundantius of the city 
of Paternum, the bishop John of the city of Rhegium, proxies of the 
sacred synod of the 125 most reverent bishops in Elder Rome, who are 
also indicated as such by their signatures in the report sent by them to 
the most pious emperor Constantine; 

the most reverent presbyter Theodore, who is the representative of the 
most God-beloved archbishop Theodore of Ravenna; 


the bishop Basil of the city of Gortina on the island of Crete; 
the bishop Theodore of Ephesus ... 


KK O* 


[x8] the presbyter and abbot Theophanes of the distinguished monastery 
in Sicily called Baia; 

the presbyter and monk George of the monastic house of Renatus located 
in Elder Rome; 


the presbyters and monks Conon and Stephen of the monastic house called 
Domus Arsicia similarly located in Elder Rome; 


the presbyter and monk Anastasius of the chapels of the distinguished pa- 
triarchate in Constantinople; 


and the presbyter and monk Stephen, who is a disciple of the most sacred 
archbishop Macarius of Antioch, the City of God. 


14 At this point the names and titles of thirty-one additional bishops are omitted from the 
translation. 
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[20] The most glorious patricians and consuls were seated alongside our 
most pious and Christ-loving emperor Constantine. And on his left were 
seated the most sacred representatives of the most holy archbishop Agatho 
of Elder Rome; the God-beloved bishops sent in the name of his synod; the 
presbyter Theodore who is the representative of the most God-beloved 
archbishop of Ravenna; the bishop Basil of Gortina; the presbyter and 
monk George, who is the ambassador of Theodore the most sacred repre- 
sentative of the see of the Jerusalemites; and the rest of the bishops subject 
to the see of the most holy pope of Elder Rome. And on his right were 
seated likewise the most holy archbishop George of Constantinople, New 
Rome; the most sacred archbishop Macarius of Antioch, the City of God; 
the most God-beloved presbyter and monk Peter, who is the representative 
of the see of the megalopolis of the Alexandrians; the bishop Theodore of 
Ephesus; and the rest of the most God-beloved bishops subject to the see 
of the most holy archbishop of Constantinople and the most sacred arch- 
bishop of Antioch, the City of God. In the center were set out the holy and 
immaculate gospels of Christ our God. 

The most godly presbyters Theodore and George and the most godly 
deacon John, who are the proxies of the most holy pope Agatho of the 
apostolic see of Elder Rome, and also those sent in the name of his synod, 
said, “All-good master, in keeping with the sacra's dispatched from Your 
Divinely Wise Sovereignty to our most holy pope, we were sent by him 
to the all-pious feet of Your Divinely Sustained Serenity not only with 
a report from him but also another synodal report likewise directed to 
Your Divinely Fortified Piety from the most sacred bishops subject to you. 
‘These reports we have delivered to Your Divinely Crowned Sovereign- 
ty. Now forty-six years ago, more or less, certain novel expressions" were 
introduced contrary to the orthodox faith by those who were at that time 
the primates of this your imperial and divinely protected city - we mean 
Sergius, Paul, Pyrrhus, and Peter, and not only by them but also by Cyrus 
who was once the primate of the city of the Alexandrians, Theodore who 
was once bishop of the city called Pharan, and certain others who followed 
them. These men disrupted the church in the whole world to no small 
degree when they professed and taught the doctrine of one will and one 
activity in the incarnate economy of one of the holy Trinity, our Lord [22] 
Jesus Christ. And furthermore quite often your slave, our apostolic see, 


15 A sacra was an imperial letter. 16 In Greek, kainophonias. 
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confronted them in this matter, and then even exhorted them, but has not 
been able until the present moment to get them to desist from this het- 
erodox opinion. Because of all this, we petition Your Divinely Crowned 
Sovereignty that those who belong to the party of the most holy church of 
Constantinople state where they discovered these new expressions.” 

The most pious emperor Constantine said, “Having heard what was said 
by those from the delegation of the apostolic see of the megalopolis of the 
Romans, let the most holy archbishop George of this our divinely protect- 
ed city, the most sacred archbishop Macarius of the city of the Antiochenes, 
and the synod subject to him proceed as seems best to them.” 

The most God-beloved archbishop Macarius of the megalopolis of the 
Antiochenes, together with the most reverent presbyter and monk Ste- 
phen, his disciple, along with the most God-beloved metropolitan Peter of 
Nicomedia and the most God-beloved bishop Solomon of Klaneos, speak- 
ing on behalf of the see of the most holy great church here’? and the see 
of Antioch, said, “It is not we who expounded these new expressions. But 
whatever we received from both the holy ecumenical synods and the holy 
and approved fathers, as well as from the primates of this imperial city — we 
mean Sergius, Paul, Pyrrhus, and Peter, and also from Honorius who was 
once pope of Elder Rome, and Cyrus who was once pope of Alexandria — 
that is to say whatever pertained to will and activity, thus did we believe 
and do we believe and proclaim and teach, and we are ready to show what 
pertains to this matter.” 

The most pious emperor Constantine said, “If you wish to show us what 
pertains to this matter, we are not going to accept the demonstrations you 
offer unless, as you stated, they are from the holy and ecumenical synods 
and the holy approved fathers.” 

The most God-beloved archbishop Macarius of Antioch and those with 
him said, “Most pious master, order that the books of the holy synods be 
brought forth from the distinguished patriarchate to the center by the ar- 
chivist of the most holy great church of God here.” 

‘The most pious emperor Constantine said, “We order that the proceed- 
ings of the holy and ecumenical synods be immediately brought from the 
distinguished patriarchate of this divinely protected and imperial city to 
the center by a qualified archivist and read out.” 


17 That is, in Constantinople. 
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[24] And it did not take long for the most God-beloved deacon George 
the archivist to exit, enter the library of the distinguished patriarchate, and 
retrieve the books of the holy and ecumenical synods. 

The most pious emperor Constantine said, “Let the most reverent dea- 
con George the archivist deliver the books of the holy synods he has in his 
hands so that they can be read out.” 

And when the most reverent presbyter and monk Stephen, the disciple 
of the most sacred archbishop Macarius of Antioch, received them, he read 
out the first book of the proceedings of the holy third synod, the first one 
in Ephesus. He came to the prosphonetic™ speech written by Cyril among 
the saints who was then the primate of the megalopolis of the Alexandrians 
to Theodosius who by pious fortune was then emperor, whose beginning 
is, “Of good repute among human beings.” After a little bit [there is a pas- 
sage that reads]: 


The unshaken foundation of your so God-beloved and most dis- 
tinguished reign is our Lord Jesus Christ himself. For as is written, 
“by him emperors reign and rulers decree what is just.”"® After all, 
his will is all-powerful.*° 


The most sacred archbishop Macarius of the city of the Antiochenes 
said, “See, master, I have shown that there is one will in Christ.” 

The proxies of the apostolic see of Elder Rome, some bishops of the 
synod of Constantinople, and the most glorious magistrates stood up and 
shouted, saying, “It seems that the most sacred archbishop Macarius of the 
megalopolis of the Antiochenes has gone too far and contrary to what’s 
in the text when he confirms on the basis of the passage just read out that 
there is one will in the two natures of our one Lord Jesus Christ, that is, 
in his divinity and humanity. For Cyril among the saints noted and wrote 
this in reference to the divine and almighty nature of our Lord Jesus Christ 
himself, which he possesses in common with the Father and the Holy Spir- 
it and is omnipotent. Therefore, the same Cyril of holy memory called it 
‘all-powerful.’ And besides he did not even state by way of enumeration 
that such a will is one.” 

And after the reading of this book was completed, the most pious em- 
peror Constantine said, “Now let the other book of the holy third synod 
be read out.” 


18 A formal literary genre that was an address to a ruler. 19 Prov 8:15. 
20 Cyril of Alexandria, Oration to Theodosius 1 (ACO 1.1.1: 42, 31-43, 3 Schwartz). 
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And when the most reverent deacon Solomon the notary of the most 
holy patriarch of Constantinople received it, he read it from beginning to 
end. 

[26] The most pious emperor Constantine said, “We have had enough 
reading today. We have reached the end of the proceedings of the holy 
third synod, the first one in Ephesus. On another day the proceedings of 
the holy fourth synod in Chalcedon shall be read out to us.” 


* 


kK 


Second Session 
(Held on November 10, 680) 


[26] In the name of the Lord and Master Jesus Christ, our God and Savior 


21 


[32] The most glorious patricians and consuls and all the most sacred and 
God-beloved bishops were seated according to rank in the same council 
chamber of Trullus. In the center were set out the holy and immaculate 
gospels. 

The most magnificent private imperial secretary Paul said, “Let Your 
Piety and your holy and ecumenical synod be reminded that at the previ- 
ous meeting when the reading of the proceedings of the holy third synod, 
the first one at Ephesus, reached the end, instructions were given for the 
proceedings of the holy fourth synod at Chalcedon to be read out next. We 
suggest what was proposed.” 

The most pious emperor Constantine said, “Let the proceedings of the 
aforementioned fourth holy synod at Chalcedon be brought in and read 
out so that we can listen to them.” 

When the most reverent lector Antiochus the notary of the most holy 
patriarch of Constantinople received the first book of the same holy synod 
at Chalcedon, he read it. And as he was reading the letter included in the 


21 The remainder of the preamble and the attendance lists are omitted from the translation 
as they are identical to that of the first session, translated above on pp. 560-561, except 
for the date. 
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proceedings of pope Leo of holy memory of the gloriously named Rome 
he came to the passage that says, 


For each form does what is peculiar to it in communion with the 
other — the Word enacts what pertains to the Word and the body 
carries out what pertains to the body. One of them gleams with 
miracles, the other succumbs to injuries.” 


Those of the apostolic see of the delegation of Elder Rome stood up 
and shouted, “See, good master, this most holy father clearly proclaims two 
natural activities unconfusedly and undividedly in our Lord Jesus Christ. 
The holy fourth synod registered this document of his as ‘the pillar of or- 
thodoxy’*} for the demolition of every heresy ‘inasmuch as it agrees with 
the great Peter’s confession, the chief of the apostles. Can the most sacred 
[archbishop] Macarius and the most God-beloved men with him state what 
they think about this passage?” 

The most sacred archbishop Macarius of Antioch said, “As for myself, 
master, I do not speak of two activities, but by no means do I understand 
Leo of blessed memory to be affirming two activities in this passage.” 

[34] The most pious emperor Constantine said, “But do you understand 
him to be saying one activity?” 

The most sacred archbishop Macarius said, “As for myself, I do not speak 
of number but I say that his activity is god-manly, in accordance with the 
holy Dionysius.”*4 

The most pious emperor Constantine said, “How then do you under- 
stand the god-manly activity?” 

The most sacred archbishop Macarius said, “As for myself, I am not de- 
cided.” 

After the rest of the same book was read to the end, the most pious em- 
peror Constantine said, “Let the other book of the same holy fourth synod 
at Chalcedon be read out.” 


22 Leo of Rome, Tome to Flavian 4 (ACO 2.2.1: 28, 12-14 Schwartz), translated in full in 
this volume on pp. 36-48. Where the original Latin has caro (“flesh”), the Greek version 
uses soma (“body”). 

23 This is said in the Chalcedonian Definition (ACO 2.1.2: 129, 15-16 Schwartz), 
translated in this volume on pp. 112-116. The Chalcedonian Definition actually praised 
the Tome as “a universal pillar for the confirmation of right doctrines against those with 
wicked opinions.” 

24 See ps.-Dionysius, Fourth Letter, translated in this volume on pp. 191-193. 
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When the most reverent lector Antiochus the notary received this book 
of the proceedings, he read it out. The most pious emperor Constantine 
said, “We have had enough reading today. On another day let the book of 
the proceedings of the holy fifth synod be brought here.” 


* 


*O* 


Fourth Session 
(Held on November 15, 680) 


[46] In the name of the Lord and Master Jesus Christ, our God and Savior 


25 


[50] The most glorious patricians and consuls and all the most sacred and 
God-beloved bishops were seated in the same council chamber of Trullus. 
In the center were set out the holy and immaculate gospels of Christ our 
God. 

The most magnificent private imperial secretary Paul said, [52] “Let 
Your Divinely Wise Piety be reminded that at the previous meeting, after 
the reading of the proceedings of the holy fifth synod, the most holy arch- 
bishop George of this divinely protected and imperial city along with the 
synod subject to him petitioned Your Pious Sovereignty that the reports 
sent from the most holy pope Agatho of Elder Rome and the synod subject 
to him be read out in the presence of Your Piety and this holy and ecumen- 
ical synod. We suggest what was proposed.” 

‘The most pious emperor Constantine said, “Let them be read out.” 

The translation of the aforementioned reports into Greek was brought 
forward and read out by the most magnificent private imperial secretary 
Diogenes.** Here they are verbatim: 


25 The remainder of the preamble and the attendance lists are omitted from the translation 
as they are identical to that of the first session, translated above on pp. 560-561, except 
for the date. 

26 The reports were read out in Greek translation, but here the translation is from the 
original Latin. 
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[Letter of Agatho to Constantine IV] 


[53] Io the most pious masters and most serene and triumphant 
victors, lovers of our God and Lord Jesus Christ, the great em- 
peror Constantine, and Heraclius and Tiberius the Augusti, from 
bishop Agatho, servant of the servants of God. 

As I contemplated the various anxieties of human life and 
groaned with the vehemence of weeping before the one true God, 
that he might impart consolation to my wavering soul by the im- 
pulse of divine mercy and lift me out of the depths of affliction by 
the power of his right hand, the most pious proposition of Your 
Serene Gentleness*’ afforded me — with unceasing gratitude, my 
most serene lords and sons, I admit — a great and wonderful occa- 
sion for consolation. By this proposition you have agreed to give 
priority to the stability of the Christian commonwealth that has 
been divinely entrusted to you, so that Your Imperial Power and 
Clemency might consider and seek the things of God — the “King 
of Kings and Lord of Lords”** “through whom emperors reign”? 
— and might vigilantly inquire into the truth of the immaculate 
faith in him as it has been handed down by the apostles and the 
apostolic fathers, and obstinately desire for it to prevail in all the 
churches just as the true tradition has it.3° 


kK Ke O* 


[59] Let us briefly outline what the tradition is that we have 
received from the apostles, the apostolic high priests, and the 
five holy ecumenical synods, through which the foundations of 
the catholic church of Christ have been firmly established and 
strengthened. 


27 The proposition to hold a meeting in Constantinople to discuss the number of wills in 
Christ. 

28 1 Tim 6:15. 29 Prov 8:15. 

30 The remainder of the opening of the letter is omitted from the translation. Here Agatho 
continues to commend Constantine for his initiative and apologizes for the delay in 
sending the delegation to Constantinople for the proposed meeting, the members of 
which he names. The delegation has full authority to act on his behalf, he says, and 
they are committed, like he is, to preserving the apostolic faith as defined by the five 
ecumenical councils, which may not be added to or subtracted from or changed in any 
way. The translation resumes with a summary of the apostolic faith offered by Agatho. 
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The foundation therefore of our evangelical and apostolic faith 
and the canonical tradition is that we confess that the holy and in- 
separable Trinity, which is to say Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, has 
one divinity, one nature and substance or essence. We proclaim 
that it also has one natural will, power, activity, sovereignty, maj- 
esty, authority, and glory. Whatever is said substance-wise of the 
same holy Trinity [61] in singular number we understand to refer 
to the one nature of the three same-in-substance persons, having 
been taught this by canonical logic. But when we make a con- 
fession about one of the same three persons of that holy Trinity, 
namely the Son of God or God the Word, and about the mystery 
of his venerable economy in the flesh, we affirm in keeping with 
the evangelic tradition that everything that belongs to our one and 
the same Lord and Savior Jesus Christ is twofold, that is to say, we 
proclaim that he has two natures, one divine and the other human, 
from which and in which he exists even after the wonderful and 
inseparable union. And we confess that each nature of his has a 
natural distinctive feature, and that the divine has all that are di- 
vine and the human all that are human “except for sin.”3" And we 
acknowledge that each [nature] belongs to the one and the same 
incarnate, that is, humanified Word of God unconfusedly, insepa- 
rably, and unchangeably, though we divide in thought alone what 
has been united simply to avoid the error of confusion. For we 
detest the blasphemy of division as much as that of commixture. 
Now when we confess two natures and two natural wills and two 
natural activities in our one Lord Jesus Christ, we do not claim 
that they are contrary or opposed to each other, as “those who 
wander from the path of truth”? accuse the apostolic tradition 
of doing — far be this impiety from the hearts of the faithful! Nor 
do we claim that they are as it were separated in two persons or 
hypostases. Rather, we say that, just as the one and same our Lord 
Jesus Christ has two natures, so too he has in himself two natural 
wills and activities, one divine and the other human. The divine 
will and activity he has from eternity in common with the same- 
in-substance Father, whereas the human will and activity he has 
received from us in time along with our nature. 


31 Heb 4:15. 32 Jas 5:19. 
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This is the apostolic and evangelic tradition that prevails in your 
most felicitous empire’s spiritual mother, the apostolic church of 
Christ. This is the pure confession of piety. This is the true and 
immaculate confession of the faith of Christian godliness, not in- 
vented by human cunning but taught by the Holy Spirit through 
the princes of the apostles. This is the firm and [63] unassailable 
teaching of the holy apostles. So long as this sincere piety in all its 
integrity is boldly proclaimed in the commonwealth of Christians, 
it protects, strengthens, and exalts the empire of Your Serenity, 
and (as we firmly trust) will show that it is full of happiness.33 


kK * 


[67] Therefore, those of apostolic memory who are the prede- 
cessors of my littleness, instructed by the teachings of the Master, 
from the time that the primates of the church in Constantino- 
ple started trying to introduce heretical novelty into the immac- 
ulate church of Christ, never neglected to exhort, encourage, 
and warn them, that they should desist from the heretical error 
of the depraved doctrine even if only by keeping silent, lest on 
this basis they initiate a schism in the unity of the church when 
they claim that there is one will and one activity of the two na- 
tures in our one Lord Jesus Christ. This is what was taught by 
the Arians, the Apollinarians, the Eutychians, the Timotheans, the 
leaderless Theodosians, the Gaianites,+ and every heretical mad- 
ness whatsoever, whether they confused or divided the mystery 
of the humanification of Christ. Those who confuse the mystery 
of the holy humanification, inasmuch as they claim that there is 
one nature of Christ’s divinity and humanity, contend that he has 


33 In what follows Agatho affirms the Roman church’s commitment to the apostolic 
faith, highlighting the unique role he believes has been assigned to it by Christ in the 
upholding of the truth of Christian teaching. This is omitted from the translation. 

34 The last three names refer to factions associated with various miaphysite bishops of 
Alexandria: Timothy (patriarch 517-535), Theodosius (535-566), and Gaianus (rival 
bishop of Theodosius in 535-536). In antiquity the Greek term akephaloi (literally, 
“headless”) was initially applied to hardline anti-Chalcedonians in Egypt who did not 
accept the Henotikon promulgated by the emperor Zeno in 482 and broke with the 
patriarch of Alexandria, thus becoming “leaderless,” but eventually the term came to be 
used for anti-Chalcedonians in general. 
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one will, as if of one, and a personal activity.35 Those who divide 
the inseparable union, however, unite the two natures which they 
acknowledge that the Savior possesses, not however in a union 
recognized to have taken place hypostatically, but they blasphe- 
mously conjoin them according to disposition of will as if they 
were two hypostases, which is to say two individuals, in concord. 
Therefore, the apostolic church of Christ, the spiritual mother 
of your divinely founded empire, confesses that our one Lord Je- 
sus Christ exists from two natures and in two natures, and teaches 
that his two natures, namely, the divine and human, exist in him 
unconfused even after their inseparable union, and acknowledges 
that each one of these natures of Christ is complete in the dis- 
tinctive features of its nature, and confesses that [69] everything 
that pertains to the distinctive features of the natures is twofold, 
because the same one, our Lord Jesus Christ himself, is both com- 
plete God and complete human being, existing from two natures 
and in two natures even after the wonderful incarnation. His di- 
vinity cannot be thought of apart from his humanity, nor his hu- 
manity apart from his divinity. Consequently, then, according to 
the rule of the holy catholic and apostolic church of Christ, it also 
confesses and proclaims that there are two natural wills in him and 
two natural activities. Now if anybody understands the will to be 
personal, then inasmuch as there are said to be three persons in the 
holy Trinity, it is necessary to say that there are also three personal 
wills and three personal activities — which is bizarre and exceed- 
ingly profane. Since what the truth of the Christian faith contains 
is that will is natural, when we speak of the one nature of the holy 
and inseparable Trinity, it follows that we must understand both 
one natural will and one natural activity. But when we confess that 
in the one person of our Lord Jesus Christ, “the mediator between 


God and human beings,” 


there are two natures, namely, the di- 
vine and the human, in which he exists even after the wonderful 


union, just as in accordance with the canonical rule we confess 


35 By “personal activity” Agatho describes the monothelite position that Christ’s will is 
connected with his person or hypostasis. In contrast, Agatho holds that Christ’s wills are 
“natural,” which is to say connected with his natures. 

36 1 Tim 2:5. 
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the two natures of one and the same person, so too in the same 
way we confess two natural wills and his two natural activities. 
But to make the understanding of this true confession clear to the 
thoughts of Your Piety from the divinely inspired teaching?’ of the 
Old and the New Testament — for Your Clemency will be incom- 
parably more able to penetrate the meaning of the holy scriptures 
than our smallness will be able to explain it in flowing words — our 
Lord Jesus Christ himself, who is true and complete God and true 
and complete human being, offers public testimony in his sacred 
gospels. He manifests what pertains to himself — in some cases 
human things, in other cases divine things, and in other cases both 
at once — so that he may instruct his faithful to believe and preach 
that he is true God and true human being. Thus as a human being 
he prays to the Father to take away the cup of suffering, because in 
him the nature of our humanity was complete, “except for sin.” 
“Father,” he says, “if possible, let this cup pass from me; neverthe- 
less not as I will, but as you will.”3? And elsewhere, “Not my will, 
but yours be done.” If we desire to know the meaning of this tes- 
timony as explained by the holy and approved fathers and to really 
understand what “my will” and “yours” signifies, the blessed Am- 
brose in his second book to the Emperor Gratian of pious memory 
reminds us how to understand this passage in these words, saying: 


Therefore, he receives my will, he receives my sorrow. Con- 
fidently do I call it sorrow because I am proclaiming the 
cross. The will which he called his is mine, because he re- 
ceives my sorrow as a human being, he spoke as a human 
being, and therefore he says, “Not as I will but as you will.”# 
The sorrow is mine, which he received according to my dis- 
position.” 
[71] See, Most Pious of Emperors, it is clear that here the holy fa- 
ther certifies that the saying the Lord uttered when praying, “Not 
my will,” pertains to his humanity, on account of which it is also 
said that he was obedient “unto death, even the death on a cross,”43 


37 See 2 Tim 3:16. 38 Heb 4:15. 39 Matt 26:39. 40 Luke 22:42. 
41 Matt 26:39. | 42 Ambrose of Milan, On the Faith 2.7 (CSEL 87: 74 Faller). 
43 Phil 2:8. 
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according to the teaching of blessed Paul “the Apostle of the Gen- 
tiles.”4+ For the same reason it is also acknowledged that he was 
obedient to his parents.*5 It is pious to understand his voluntary 
obedience not according to his divinity by which he governs all 
things, but according to his humanity by which he voluntarily sub- 
mitted himself to his parents. The holy evangelist Luke likewise 
makes mention of the same thing when he introduces and affirms 
that the same one, our Lord Jesus Christ, prayed according to his 
humanity to his Father, “Father, if possible, let this cup pass from 
me; nevertheless not my will but yours be done.”#° 

In regard to the same passage, Athanasius the confessor of 
Christ and the high priest of the church of the Alexandrians, in 
his treatise against Apollinarius the heretic on the Trinity and the 
incarnation, also understands the wills to be two in number when 
he offers this explanation: 


And when he says, “Father, if possible, let this cup pass from 
me, nevertheless not my will but yours be done,”4’ and again, 
“The spirit is willing, but the flesh is weak,”4* he shows here 
that there are two wills, the human one that belongs to the 
flesh and the divine one. For his human will, on account of 
the weakness of the flesh, was fleeing away from the suffer- 
ing, but his divine will was ready for it.49 


What truer explanation could be made known? For how is it that 
two wills are not acknowledged in him in keeping with the faith, 
namely, a divine one and a human one, when it is proclaimed in 
the synodal proclamation that there are two natures in him even 
after the inseparable union?5° 

For John also, who leaned upon the Lord’s breast,*" the beloved 
disciple, makes the same understanding clear in these words, “For 
I have come down from heaven, not to do my own will, but the 
will of him who sent me.” And again, “This is the will of him who 
sent me, that I should lose nothing of all that he has given me, but 


44 Romri:t3. 45 See Luke 2:51. = 46 Luke 22:42. 47 Luke 22:42. 

48 Matt 26:41. 

49 Ps.-Athanasius, On the Incarnation and Against the Arians (PG 26: 1021 Montfaucon). 
50 A reference to the Chalcedonian Definition. 51 See John 13:25. 

52 John 6:38. 
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raise it up at the last day.”53 Likewise he introduces the same Lord 
as disputing with the Jews and saying among other things, “Be- 
cause I seek not my own will but the will of him who sent me.”5 

In regard to the intent of the same divine saying the blessed 
Augustine, the most preeminent teacher, declares the following 
against Maximinus the Arian, saying, 


When the Son said to the Father, “Nevertheless not what I 
will but what you will,”55 how does it help you to add your 
words and say, “He showed that his will was truly subject to 
his Father,” as though we would deny that the will [73] of 
a human being ought to be subject to the will of God? For 
anyone who studies this passage of the gospel even a little at- 
tentively sees quickly that the Lord said this from the nature 
of the human being. For there he says, “My soul is very sor- 
rowful, even to death.”5° Could this have been said from the 
nature of the only-begotten Word? But as you are someone 
who thinks that the nature of the Holy Spirit groans,57 why 
don’t you also say that the nature of the only-begotten Word 
of God can be sorrowful? Nonetheless, lest anyone say such 
a thing, he did not say, “I am sorrowful” — and even if he 
had said this, it would not have been fitting to understand 
it except as from the nature of the human being — but he 
said, “My soul is sorrowful,” and unquestionably as a human 
being he had a human soul. However, in saying, “Not what 
I will” he shows that he willed something different from the 
Father, something which he could not have done except in 
his human heart, when he transformed our infirmity, not 
into divine, but into his human love. For if he had not as- 
sumed a human being, the only-begotten Word could have 
in no way said to the Father, “Not what I will.” For that un- 
changeable nature could never will anything different from 
the Father. If you should make this distinction, you would 
cease to be Arian heretics.%* 


53 John 6:39. 54 John 5:30. 55 Mark 14:36. 

56 Mark 14:34, parallel with Matt 26:38. 

57 Perhaps an allusion to Rom 8:22-23. Augustine assumes that his Arian opponents 
believed the Holy Spirit to be creature. 

58 Augustine, Against Maximinus the Arian 2.20.2 (PL 42: 789). 
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In this discussion this venerable father demonstrates that when 
the Lord speaks of his own will he means the will of his humanity, 
and when he speaks of not doing his own will he reminds us not to 
seek our own will primarily but through obedience to subject our 
wills to the divine will. In all this he makes it clear that he had a 
human will through which he obeyed his Father, and that he had 
in himself this same human will and showed it to be immaculate 
from all sin, inasmuch as he was true God and human being. 


The holy Ambrose also discusses the same passage in his expla- 
nation of the holy evangelist Luke as follows: 


He attributes his own [will] to the human being, but the 
[will] of the Father to the divinity. For the will of the human 
being is temporal, but the will of the divinity is eternal.5° 


In making these remarks the spiritual father teaches what kind of 
will the Son has by nature and from eternity in common with the 
Father and Holy Spirit and what kind of will the same one took 
up in his own person temporally through the assumed humanity. 
The holy Leo of apostolic memory discusses the same passage 
in his letter to Emperor Leo and makes it clear that it is to be 
attributed to one of the forms, that is, one of the natures, which 
are discerned in Christ by contemplation and attributed to him in 
the scriptures. He demonstrates that when the Lord speaks of his 
own will it pertains to his humanity, [75] saying, “according to the 
form of the slave he came not to do his own will, but the will of 


60 


the one who sent him.”® See how this apostolic father teaches us 
to understand the same saying of our Lord as fitting for the form 
of the slave. 

In addition to these texts, scripture itself even relates how the var- 
ious testimonies of the holy scriptures on this topic can be piously 
understood, which are sometimes provided from the nature of the 
humanity and sometimes from the divine nature of our one and the 
same Lord Jesus Christ, who is true God and human being: “All 


61 


things whatsoever he willed our Lord did in heaven and on earth. 


59 Ambrose, Exposition on the Gospel of Luke 10.60 (PL 15: 1911). 

60 See Phil 2:7; John 5:30, 6:38. Leo of Rome, Second Tome (Letter to Emperor Leo) 8 (ACO 
2.4: 117, 25-26 Schwartz), translated in full in this volume on pp. 117-128. 

61 Ps 113:11(115:3). 
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Likewise, “Just as the Father raises the dead and gives life, so too the 
Son gives life to whom he wills.”® And he says to the leper, “I will 
it; be clean.”® And, “No one can know the Father except the Son 
and anyone to whom the Son wills to reveal him.” Similarly, the 
mysteries of the gospel relate what pertains to his human will, like 
when they say that as he was walking upon the sea he willed as a true 
human being to pass by his own disciples.°* And when “he passed 
through Galilee” with his disciples “he willed no one to know it.” 
And he said as a human being, “My food is to do the will of him who 
sent me.”*7 And, “It was not his will to walk through Judaea because 
the Jews were seeking to kill him.”* Again, “Arising, he went to the 
region of Tyre and when he entered a house he willed no one to 
know it, but he could not be hid.” Therefore, here the Creator and 
Redeemer of all, of whom it is said, “All things whatsoever he willed 
our Lord did in heaven and on earth,”’° whose will is the same as his 
capacity and whose command the heavenly powers serve with fear, 
could not be hid on earth when he willed it, even though he is the 
one who ineffably rules in the heavens in divine majesty from eter- 
nity with the Father and “in his hands are the ends of the earth.”7! 
[How could this happen] unless it is attributed to his human will 
that he deigned to assume in time? Therefore, in how much more 
error is he who does not make such distinctions, so that he says 
that in one and the same will the Lord was able to do “all things 
whatsoever he willed in heaven and on earth”” and in the same will 
when he willed to be hid in a measly house? he was not able to do 
so, according to the gospel testimonies? But if this is attributed to 
the economy of his humanity through which he assumed our hu- 
mility, such a person realizes that everything which is inferior to his 
divine majesty pertains to his humanity, which he completely took 
up without any sin,” in order to save it completely. “For what was 
not assumed by him is not saved,” as [77] that most commendable 
preacher of the truth Gregory the primate of Nazianzus teaches.75 


62 John 5:21. 63 Matt 8:3. 64 Matt 11:27. 65 See Mark 6:48. 

66 Mark 9:30. 67 John 4:34. 68 John 7:1. 69 Mark 7:24. 

70 Ps 113:11(115:3). 71 Ps 94(95):4. 72 Ps 113:11(115:3). 

73, See Mark 7:24. 74 See Heb 4:15. 

75 Gregory of Nazianzus, Letter 101 to Cledonius 32 (SChr 207: 50 Gallay), translated in 
CEECW 3 on pp. 388-398. Agatho paraphrases Gregory; the original reads, “For what 
is not assumed is not healed, but what is united to God is saved.” 
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And so, if the human will was assumed and saved by him as was the 
case for human nature, what was saved by the one who assumed it 
also cannot be opposed to him. For the creator of all neither cre- 
ated nor assumed through the mystery of the incarnation anything 
opposed to himself. 

Furthermore, the psalmist David makes this announcement, in- 
troducing the person of our Lord Jesus Christ in the psalms, “My 
God, I wanted to do your will.”” Likewise, “Willingly shall I sacri- 
fice to you.””7 According to the divinity, does the will of the Father 
differ from the Son’s or does the Son will differently than the Fa- 
ther? Therefore, if they have one will and in the holy Trinity there 
is no difference of will, how must we understand what the prophet 
testifies in his person, “My God, I wanted to do your will,”’* except 
to understand the statement in keeping with the faith as a refer- 
ence to the immaculate will of his humanity? Here’s what comes 
next, “And your law is in the depths of my heart.””? For there is 
no one who doubts that the same psalm was proclaimed by the 
prophet in the person of Christ. 

The apostle Paul announces the very same thing in the letter to 
the Philippians, if anyone should wish to study it with full faith, 
where he says the following about the same one, our Lord Jesus 
Christ: “Who, though he was in the form of God, did not count 
equality with God a thing to be grasped, but emptied himself, tak- 
ing the form of a slave, being born in human likeness. And being 
found in human condition he humbled himself and became obe- 
dient unto death, even death on a cross.”*° See here how the most 
true herald teaches the difference between Christ’s forms, which is 
to say his natures, and wisely assigns the obedience “unto death” to 
the human form. For who is so far removed from the light of truth 
that he would venture to say that our Lord Jesus Christ obeyed 
the Father according to his divinity, when he is equal to him in 
everything and in everything wills precisely what the Father wills? 


76 Ps 39(40):9. 77 Ps 53(54):8. 78 Ps 39(40):9. 
79 Ps 39(40):9. 80 Phil 2:6-8. 
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Or who cannot understand that this obedience is suitable instead 
for his human will in which he has no sin at all, or that he cannot 
be said to be “obedient unto death,” unless he took up a human 
will in himself just as he assumed a rational soul and flesh with all 
their distinctive features when he became incarnate? 

In addition to this, in order to make it clear to Your Most Pious 
Benignity that the human will is natural and that whoever denies 
that the human will in Christ is without a single sin also refuses to 
confess that he has a human soul, [79] that most wise herald of the 
truth the blessed Augustine in the fifth volume of his disputation 
against Julian the Pelagian gives a definition of what a will is. Here 
are his words: 


What is a motion of the soul except a motion of a nature? 
For the soul is unquestionably a nature. Therefore, the will 
is a motion of a nature, since it is a motion of the soul.*' 


See how the definition of this most wise father demonstrates what 
the human will is, that “it is a motion of the soul.” Likewise in the 
same [volume], 


The truth says that as long as there is any will it cannot be 
separated from its nature.” 


And again in the same volume, 


And the will comes from something and it is not known® to 
exist. And if its origin is not to be sought, the reason it is not to 
be sought is not that the will comes from nowhere but because 
it is obvious from where it comes. For the will comes from the 
one whose will it is. An angel’s will obviously comes from an 
angel, a human being’s from a human being, and God’s from 
God. Even if God produces a good will in a human being, he 
does this so that the good will arises in the one whose will it is.*+ 


81 Augustine, Unfinished Work against Julian 5.40.1 (PL 45: 1476). The Greek translation 
of this excerpt renders the Latin animus (“mind”) as psyché (“soul”), an interpretation 
followed in the English translation here and in the following excerpts. 

82 Augustine, Unfinished Work against Julian 5.53.2 (PL 45: 1487). 

83 In Latin, cognitur. Agatho’s wording differs from Augustine’s, who said that the will “is 
not forced (cogitur) to exist.” The Greek translation follows Agatho’s Latin. From what 
follows, it seems that this variant reading may be an attempt on the part of Agatho to 
correct Augustine. 

84 Augustine, Unfinished Work against Julian 5.42.1-2 (PL 45: 1479). 
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Again, he says, 
Why then do you deny with your eyes closed the evident 
truth that the will of a human being arises from the nature 
of a human being?*s 


And, 


The very motion of the soul with nothing forcing it is the 
will. Therefore, saying that the will comes from a motion of 


the soul is the same thing as saying that the will comes from 
the will.*° 
And again, 

But is it the case, Julian, that the will of a human being does 
not arise from a human being since a human being is the good 
work of God? Finally, could it have come up in your heart that 
the will of a human being arises but not from his free choice? 
‘Tell me then where it comes from, if not from the nature, 
which is to say not from the human being himself?*’ 


In all these testimonies it is clear that each one of the natures enu- 
merated here by the spiritual father has its own natural property 
and that a will ought to be attributed to each [nature]. For the an- 
gelic nature cannot have a divine or human will nor can the human 
nature have God’s or an angel’s will, just as no nature can have any 
thing or action of another nature that is different from what it is 
but [a nature can have] only that which it has been created to be by 
nature. Since this is the truth of the matter, it is as clear as can be 
that when we confess that in our Lord Jesus Christ two natures or 
substances, one belonging to God and the other to a human being, 
come together in his one hypostasis or person,* it is also necessary 
for us to confess that there are two natural wills in him, namely a 
divine one and a human one. For we cannot say that his divinity 
had a human will as far as the definition of its nature is concerned, 
nor can we believe that his humanity had a divine will by nature. 
Again, we cannot confess that either of the same two substances of 


85 Augustine, Unfinished Work against Julian 5.56.3 (PL 45: 1490). 

86 Augustine, Unfinished Work against Julian 5.60.6 (PL 45: 1495-1496), with minor 
omissions. 

87 Augustine, Unfinished Work against Julian 5.56.1 (PL 45: 1489). 

88 This is an allusion to the Chalcedonian Definition. 


579 


PART II: CHRISTOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVES AFTER CONSTANTINOPLE II 


Christ exists without a natural will, since the human properties are 
exalted by the almightiness of his divinity and the divine proper- 
ties are disclosed to human beings through his humanity. 

[81] Therefore, it is necessary to assign to him as God whatever 
is divine and to him as a human being whatever is human and to 
truly acknowledge both on account of the hypostatic union of the 
one and the same, our Lord Jesus Christ. This is precisely what the 
true Definition of the holy synod at Chalcedon teaches us when 
it affirms, 


Following, then, the holy fathers, all of us in unison teach 
the confession of one and the same Son, our Lord Jesus 
Christ; the same complete in divinity and the same complete 
in humanity; truly God and truly a human being; the same 
consisting of a rational soul and a body; same-in-substance 
with the Father according to his divinity and the same one 
same-in-substance with us according to his humanity, like 
us in every respect except for sin, begotten before the ages 
from the Father according to his divinity and in the last days 
the same one for us and for our salvation from the Virgin 
Mary the Theotokos according to his humanity; one and the 
same Christ, Son, Lord, Only-Begotten, acknowledged in 
two natures unconfusedly, unchangeably, undividedly, insep- 
arably, the difference between the natures being in no way 
destroyed because of the union but instead the distinctive 
feature of each nature being preserved and coming together 
into one person and one hypostasis; not separated or divided 
into two persons but one and the same Son, Only-Begotten, 
God, Word, Lord Jesus Christ.*? 


Furthermore, the holy synod assembled by Emperor Justinian 
of august memory at Constantinople proclaimed the very same 
thing in the seventh chapter of its definitions: 


If anyone says “in two natures” without confessing that our 
one Lord Jesus Christ is acknowledged in divinity and hu- 
manity, in order to signal by this the difference between the 


89 Chalcedonian Definition (ACO 2.1.2: 129, 23-130, 2 Schwartz), translated in full in this 
volume on pp. 112-116. 
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natures from which the inexpressible union occurred un- 
confusedly, with neither the Word being transformed into 
the nature of the flesh nor the flesh being changed into the 
nature of the Word (for each remains what it is by nature 
even when the hypostatic union occurs), but understands 
this expression in respect of the mystery of Christ as refer- 
ring to a division into independent things, or confesses the 
number of the natures in the same one, our one Lord Jesus 
Christ, the incarnate God the Word, without understand- 
ing that the difference between these natures, from which 
he was compounded, resides in thought alone, a difference 
which is not destroyed on account of the union (for he is one 
[83] from both and both through one), but uses the number 
as if the natures are separate and hypostatically distinct, let 
him be anathema.” 


The reason why it is necessary that we should preserve what these 
venerable synods faithfully taught is so that we never do away with 
the difference between natures on account of the union, but con- 
fess one Christ, true and complete God and the same one true and 
complete human being, with the distinctive feature of each nature 
being preserved. Therefore, if the difference between the natures of 
our Lord Jesus Christ has not been done away with in any respect, 
it is necessary that we preserve this same difference in all the dis- 
tinctive features. For whoever teaches that the difference should not 
be done away with in any respect declares that it must be preserved 
in all things. But when it is said by the heretics and their followers 
that there is one will and activity, what sort of difference is being 
recognized in this? Or where is the difference being preserved in 
accordance with this holy synod? For they are asserting one will 
in him — which is bizarre. Those who make this claim will have to 
say that this will is either human or divine, or else it is compounded 
from both, mixed and confused, or, just as all heretics assert, that 


go Acts of the Second Council of Constantinople, session 8, section 5, canon 7 (ACO 4.1: 242, 
1-11 Straub), translated in this volume on p. 385. 
91 Probably a reference to the Council of Chalcedon. 
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Christ has one will and activity, proceeding as it were from his one 
composite nature, as they think. But in this way the difference be- 
tween natures is unquestionably destroyed, which the holy synods 
stipulated should be preserved by us in all respects even after the 
wonderful union. For even though they taught that Christ was one, 
and his person and substance were one, on account of the union of 
the natures which took place hypostatically, nonetheless they hand- 
ed down that we should acknowledge and proclaim the difference 
between those natures that were united in him after the wonder- 
ful union, which is inseparable except in the mind’s contemplation. 
Therefore, if the distinctive features of the natures in our one and 
the same Lord Jesus Christ are preserved on account of the differ- 
ence [between the natures], likewise it is appropriate that we should 
with full faith also confess the difference between his natural wills 
and his natural activities, so that we may be shown to have followed 
their teaching in all respects and to have admitted into the church 
of Christ no heretical novelty. 

Even if there are numerous works of the other holy fathers, 
nevertheless we have added to this my middling report a few tes- 
timonies from the books which are in Greek, out of a sense of 
meticulousness.” 


[103] How then can what was never said by the holy orthodox fa- 
thers, nor even audaciously concocted by the profane heretics, be 
avowed at present, namely that Christ’s two natures, the divine and 
the human, whose distinctive features are acknowledged to be intact, 
have one activity in Christ? Who in their right mind could prove 
this? For if there is one [activity], let them say whether it should be 
called temporal or eternal, divine or human, uncreated or created, 
whether it is the same as that of the Father or different from that of 


92 What follows are fourteen excerpts from ecclesiastical authorities, interspersed with 
and concluded by exposition that highlights their dyothelitism and dyoenergism. The 
first five are the promised Greek writers: Gregory of Nazianzus, Gregory of Nyssa 
(two excerpts), John Chrysostom, and Cyril of Alexandria. After these are nine excerpts 
from both Latin and Greek authors: Hilary of Poitiers (two excerpts), Athanasius, ps.- 
Dionysius, Ambrose of Milan, Leo of Rome (two excerpts), Gregory of Nyssa, and Cyril 
of Alexandria. All this is omitted from the translation. 
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the Father. So then, if there is one [activity], the same one [activity] 
is also common to the divinity and to the humanity — which is bi- 
zarre to say. In this case, then, when the Son of God, who is himself 
God and human being, enacted human things on earth, the Father 
likewise enacted [the same things] with him according to nature, for 
“what things the Father does these things the Son also does like- 
wise.”®3 But as the truth has it, since the human things which Christ 
enacted are to be attributed to his person alone as the Son, they are 
not the same as those of the Father. For Christ acted according to 
one thing and another, so that according to his divinity “what things 
the Father does these things the Son also does likewise,” whereas 
according to his humanity the same one as a human being enacted 
whatever is proper to the human being, since he is both true God 
and true human being. Therefore, we truly believe that the same 
one, though one, has two natural activities, namely the divine and 
the human, one uncreated and the other created, inasmuch as he is 
true and complete God and true and complete human being, the 
same one being “the one mediator between God and human beings, 
the Lord Jesus Christ.”95 Likewise then the difference between the 
natures that have come together in Christ by way of the hypostatic 
union is also acknowledged without causing offense on the basis of 
the qualities of the works accomplished by them. 

And now we have added, for the purpose of demonstration, a 
few passages from the abominable writings of the God-hated her- 
etics, whose names and writings we find equally loathsome, but 
only of those [heretics] whom the inventors of novel doctrine have 
followed in saying that in Christ there is one will and activity.% 


93 John 5:21. 94 John 5:21. 95 1 Tima2:s. 

96 A florilegium follows, with nine excerpts from Apollinarius (two excerpts), Severus of 
Antioch (two), Nestorius (one), and Theodosius of Alexandria (four), who was patriarch 
535-566. After this Agatho cites and comments on brief excerpts from the main seventh- 
century monoenergists and monothelites, namely, Cyrus of Alexandria, Theodore of 
Pharan, and the successive bishops of Constantinople Sergius, Pyrrhus, Paul, and Peter, 
as well as from the Ekthesis and Typos (translated in this volume on pp. 466-471 and 
518-520). Agatho then exhorts the emperor to restore the orthodox faith as he has 
outlined it and notes the continual efforts of the see of Rome in this regard. All this is 
omitted from the translation. The conclusion of the letter of Agatho follows. 


583 


PART II: CHRISTOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVES AFTER CONSTANTINOPLE II 


[119] Therefore, most pious and divinely instructed children 
of the Lord, if the primate of the church in Constantinople 
shall choose to hold and to preach with us this unimpeachable 
rule of the apostolic doctrine in accordance with the evangel- 
ic understanding of the holy scriptures, the venerable synods, 
and the spiritual fathers, through which they have shown us 
the formula of the truth by the revelation of the Spirit, great 
peace will come to “those who love the name of God,” and 
no stumbling-block of discord will remain, and that will come 
to pass which is recorded in the Acts of the Apostles when by 
the grace of the Holy Spirit the people came to the knowl- 
edge of Christianity: all of us will be “of one heart and of one 
mind.”%* But if (God forbid!) he shall prefer to embrace the 
novelty recently introduced by others, and to entangle himself 
in teachings which are alien to the rule of orthodox truth and 
our apostolic faith, which they” continually put off convert- 
ing to until the present day as something harmful to souls in 
spite of being continually urged and admonished to do so by 
the apostolic predecessors of our littleness, let him know that 
he will have to render an account of such contempt on his part 
in the divine examination of Christ before the judge of all, who 
is in heaven, before whom we ourselves too, when he comes for 
judgment, will give an account of the ministry [121] of preach- 
ing the truth which has been entrusted to us or an account of 
our preference for things contrary to Christian faith. And may 
it be granted to us that we (as I humbly pray) preserve the apos- 
tolic and evangelic rule of the orthodox faith undisturbedly and 
unimpededly, with simplicity and purity, intact and unharmed, 
just as we received it from the beginning. And may Your Most 
Venerable Serenity, because of the affection and reverence you 
have for the catholic and apostolic orthodox faith, receive the 
perfect reward for your pious labors from the Master himself, 
Jesus Christ, the co-emperor of your Christian empire, whose 
true faith you desire to maintain undefiled. For Your Divine- 
ly Crowned Clemency has neglected or omitted nothing at all 


97 Ps 5:12. 98 Acts 4:32. 
99 The predecessors of the current patriarch of Constantinople. 
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which might pertain to the soundness and integrity of the true 
faith with a view to the concord of the churches, since God, the 
judge of all, who administers the outcomes of all things as he 
judges to be expedient, seeks out the disposition of the heart 
and approves zeal for piety. 

And so, I beseech you, Most Pious and Most Clement 
Augusti, and together with my littleness every Christian soul 
humbly exhorts you on bended knee, that in addition to all the 
God-pleasing boons and wonderful imperial benefits which the 
most high power has deigned to grant to humankind through 
your God-pleasing zeal, you would also command this, that an 
acceptable sacrifice be offered to Christ the Master your co- 
emperor for the complete restoration of perfect piety, where- 
by you grant speech with impunity and free license to speak 
to each one who wishes to speak and give a word in defense 
of the faith which he believes and holds. If you do this, it may 
be unmistakably recognized by all that no terror, no force, no 
threat or turmoil prohibited or prevented anyone wishing to 
speak in defense of the truth of the catholic and apostolic faith, 
with the result that all unanimously may glorify the divine maj- 
esty throughout the whole span of their lives for so great and 
so incomparable a good and unanimously may pour forth un- 
ceasing prayers to Christ the Master for the strengthening and 
exaltation of your most strong empire. 


The Signature 


[123] May the most high grace protect the most pious empire of the mas- 
ters and subjugate to it the necks of all the nations." 


* 


kK 


100 In the minutes of the fourth session the letter of Agatho to Constantine IV was 
followed by the report of the Roman synod. This is omitted from the translation. 


585 


PART II: CHRISTOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVES AFTER CONSTANTINOPLE II 


Sixth Session 
(Held on February 12, 681) 


[170] In the name of the Lord and Master Jesus Christ, our God and Sav- 
ior ...1°! 


[176] The most glorious patricians and consuls and all the most sacred and 
God-beloved bishops were seated according to rank in the same council 
chamber of Trullus. In the center were set out the holy and immaculate 
gospels. 

The most magnificent private imperial secretary Paul said, “Your Di- 
vinely Wise Piety knows that on the seventh day of the month of Decem- 
ber there was a discussion with the most sacred primate Macarius of the 
megalopolis of the Antiochenes and those with him to see if they had other 
testimonies to bring forward that agreed with their views, that is, in regard 
to one will and one activity. We suggest what was proposed.” 

The most pious emperor Constantine said, “Let the most God-beloved 
archbishop Macarius and those with him proceed, if they have come pre- 
pared to do what would suffice for what they discussed.” 

The most sacred archbishop Macarius of Antioch and those with him 
said, “See, master, we are delivering with our hands another codex contain- 
ing testimonies of diverse holy fathers, and if you order it we shall hand it 
over for reading.” 

When the most reverent lector Antiochus the notary of the most holy 
patriarch George of Constantinople received it, he read it. It was entitled, 
“Additional testimonies on the will.” He read it from beginning to end. 

The most pious emperor Constantine said, “We have now gained knowl- 
edge of these testimonies. So then, if the party of the most God-beloved 
archbishop Macarius of Antioch wishes to bring forward anything else for 
the confirmation of what he has professed, let him say so.” 

The most sacred archbishop Macarius of Antioch, the City of God, the 
presbyter and monk Stephen, his disciple, and those with them said, “Mas- 
ter, the testimonies of the holy and approved fathers we have already pre- 
sented are sufficient, and we do not wish to present any others.” 


ror The remainder of the preamble and the attendance lists are omitted from the 
translation as they are identical to that of the first session, translated above on pp. 
560-561, except for the date. 
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[178] The most pious emperor Constantine said, “Let the three codices 
presented by the party of the most sacred [archbishop] Macarius be marked 
with a seal by the most glorious magistrates and those of the delegation 
of the apostolic see of Elder Rome and of the see of the most holy great 
church here.” And they were marked with a seal. 

‘The most godly presbyters Theodore and George and the most godly dea- 
con John who are the proxies of the most holy pope of the apostolic see of 
Rome, and those most God-beloved bishops and most reverent clerics and 
monks with them, said, “Most pious master, the most God-beloved archbish- 
op Macarius of Antioch, his disciple Stephen, the most God-beloved bishop 
Peter of Nicomedia, and the most God-beloved bishop Solomon of Klaneos, 
in addition to having demonstrated nothing at all about one will and one ac- 
tivity in the incarnate economy of our Lord Jesus Christ with the testimonies 
presented by them, have also mutilated'® the very testimonies which they 
brought before Your Piety and the holy synod. Some passages about one will 
in regard to Trinitarian doctrine they have presented as references to the in- 
carnate economy of our Lord Jesus Christ, whereas others, which properly fit 
with and contain concepts and words referring to this incarnate economy of 
our Lord and God Jesus Christ, they have mutilated."°3 Therefore, we petition 
Your Pious Sovereignty that the original books’ of the patristic testimonies 
they presented be brought from the distinguished patriarchate of this divinely 
protected and imperial city and be compared with the codices delivered by 
them, and we shall demonstrate the deception they have perpetrated in them. 
Furthermore, we ourselves have at hand a codex containing the greatest num- 
ber of testimonies of the holy and approved fathers which clearly show two 
natural wills and two natural activities unconfusedly and undividedly in the 
incarnate economy of our Lord Jesus Christ our true God. And not only that 
but it also contains testimonies of profane heretics that exhibit one will and 
one activity, which is in agreement with the doctrine of the one will and one 
activity espoused by the most God-beloved archbishop Macarius of Antioch 
and those with him who are opposed [to two wills and two activities]."°5 Thus 
we request that these be read out before Your Piety.” 


102 In Greek, periekopsan, which the Latin version translates as detruncaverunt. 

103 In Greek, perietemon, which the Latin version translates as detruncaverunt. As will 
become apparent at sessions 8 and 9, Macarius is accused of misleading, selective 
quotation rather than of actually mutilating books. 

104. In Greek, ta authentika biblia. 

105 The patristic testimonies in the codex of the Roman delegation are probably based on 
the testimonies included in Agatho’s letter to Constantine IV. 
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[180] Constantine the most pious emperor said, “Let the presentation 
and reading of these be done on another day.” 


* 
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Eighth Session 
(Held on March 7, 681) 


[190] In the name of the Lord and Master Jesus Christ, our God and Sav- 
ior ...'° 


[196] The most glorious patricians and consuls and all the most sacred and 
God-beloved bishops were seated according to rank in the same council 
chamber of ‘Trullus. In the center were set out the holy and immaculate 
gospels. 

The most magnificent private imperial secretary Paul said, “Your Di- 
vinely Crowned Sovereignty bears in mind that in accordance with your 
own request at the previous meeting, '”” when copies of the two reports sent 
to Your Divinely Sustained Serenity by the most holy and most blessed 
pope Agatho of Elder Rome and his synod were presented to the most holy 
archbishop George of this divinely protected and imperial city and the 
most sacred archbishop Macarius of Antioch and the God-beloved bishops 
with them, they promised that once they had read them they would give 
an appropriate response on another day. We suggest what was proposed.” 

The most pious emperor Constantine said, “Let the most holy arch- 
bishop George of this our divinely protected and imperial city, the most 
sacred archbishop Macarius of Antioch, and the synod subject to them state 
whether they agree with the contents’ of the reports sent by the most 
holy pope Agatho of Elder Rome and the synod subject to him.” 

The most holy archbishop George of Constantinople said, “Having 
read, good master, the entire contents of the reports sent to Your Pious 


106 The remainder of the preamble and the attendance lists are omitted from the 
translation as they are identical to that of the first session, translated above on pp. 
560-561, except for the date. 

107 At the seventh session on February 13, 681. 

108 In Greek, téi dynamei. 
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Sovereignty by both the most holy pope Agatho of Elder Rome and his 
synod, and having examined the books of the holy and approved fathers 
that are kept in my distinguished patriarchate, I found that all the testi- 
monies of the holy and approved fathers contained in these reports are in 
unison with and in no way discrepant from the holy and approved fathers. 
And so I agree with the reports, and in the same manner as them I confess 
and in the same manner I believe.” 

The most God-beloved bishop Theodore of Ephesus said, “In the same 
manner, master, I confess and in the same manner I believe, just as the re- 
ports of the most holy pope Agatho of Elder Rome have it, namely that 
there are two natures, two wills that are natural, and two activities that are 
natural in one of the holy Trinity, our Lord Jesus Christ, our true God.” 


kK OK 


[206] All the rest of the God-beloved bishops who are subject to the see 
of Constantinople stood up and shouted, saying, “As for us, most pious 
master, now that we have gained knowledge of the report sent to Your 
All-Gentle Sovereignty by the most holy and thrice-blessed pope Agatho 
of Elder Rome and the other report sent by the sacred synod subject to him 
and have come to agree with the contents contained in them, also in the 
same manner we both think and confess. We believe that in our one Lord 
Jesus Christ, our true God, there are two natures unconfusedly, unchange- 
ably, undividedly and two wills that are natural and two activities that are 
likewise natural, and we anathematize all who have taught and speak of one 
will and one activity in the two natures of our one Lord Jesus Christ, our 
true God.”""° 


[210] The holy synod said, “If it is decided by the most pious master, let 
the most sacred archbishop Macarius of Antioch state the manner of his 
belief in one of the holy Trinity, our Lord Jesus Christ, our true God, and 


10g At this point thirteen additional bishops of major cities switched sides with George, 
each professing in his own way two natures, two wills, and two activities undividedly 
and unconfusedly in Jesus Christ, one of the holy Trinity. Some added an anathema 
against those who say one will and one activity. These professions are omitted from the 
translation. 

1ro At this point a document that had been shown to Theodore of Melitene by some 
monothelites was read out and a brief discussion of the origins of the document 
followed. This is omitted from the translation. 
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whether he confesses that there are in him two wills that are natural and two 
activities [212] that are natural unconfusedly and undividedly, and whether 
he agrees with the reports sent to Your Divinely Wise Sovereignty by the 
father of Your Piety, the most holy pope Agatho of Elder Rome, and con- 
sents to the patristic testimonies contained in them.” 

The most pious emperor Constantine said, “Having heard what was said 
by this holy and ecumenical synod, let the most sacred archbishop Macar- 
ius of Antioch reply as seems best to him.” 

The most sacred archbishop Macarius of Antioch said, “I do not speak 
of two wills or two activities in the incarnate economy of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, but of one will and a god-manly activity.” 

The holy synod said, “Seeing that he does not agree with the contents of 
the orthodox reports sent by the most holy pope Agatho of Rome, which 
have already been read out in the presence of Your Piety and have been 
assented to and welcomed with pleasure by all, we instruct that the most 
sacred [archbishop] Macarius rise from his seat and be obligated to reply.” 

And he stood up." 


[214] The most pious emperor Constantine said, “If it seems right to your 
holy synod, let the codices of the testimonies, which were already delivered 
by the most sacred archbishop Macarius of Antioch and also marked with 
a seal by you, be brought out for reading and comparison with the original 
books kept in the distinguished patriarchate here.” 

The holy synod said, “Let what was just piously ordered by Your Seren- 
ity be done.” 

Three codices marked with a seal were brought out by the magnificent 
private imperial secretary Photinus. They were given to the most sacred 
archbishop Macarius of Antioch so that he could verify if these were the 
codices that he had presented some time ago.” ‘Taking them in his hands 
and inspecting them, the same most sacred [archbishop] Macarius said, 
“Yes, these are really mine; I recognize them.” 


111 After Macarius became a defendant, seven of his suffragan bishops abandoned him 
and professed dyothelitism and dyoenergism. Their statements are omitted from the 
translation. 

112 This sentence is missing from the Greek and has been supplied from the Latin version. 
These codices were presented at the fifth and sixth sessions on December 7, 680 and 
February 12, 681. 
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[216] The most pious emperor Constantine said, “Let the most sacred 
archbishop Macarius of Antioch and the most reverent presbyter and monk 
Stephen, his disciple, state why they collected and excerpted these testimo- 
nies for themselves.” 

The most sacred archbishop Macarius said, “They pertain to the one 
will that belongs to the Father, our Lord Jesus Christ, and the Holy Spirit.” 

The most pious emperor Constantine said, “What are your views on the 
economy of our Lord Jesus Christ, God the Word, who is one of the holy 
Trinity?” 

‘The most sacred archbishop Macarius said, “I confess that our Lord Je- 
sus Christ, one of the holy ‘Trinity, is even after the incarnation in two 
complete natures unconfusedly and undividedly in one person and one 
hypostasis, ‘the difference between the natures being in no way destroyed 
because of the union but instead the distinctive feature of each nature be- 
ing preserved and coming together into one person and one hypostasis.’""3 
Since then one of the holy Trinity did not assume another person even after 
the humanification, accordingly we do not speak of him assuming anything 
that has to do with sin because we confess our one Lord Jesus Christ to 
be ‘without fleshly wills and human thoughts in an image of newness.’"4 
For according to the holy and approved Augustine, ‘he who possesses one 
will for receiving all these sufferings possesses one and the same power for 
enduring all of them.’ In regard to this issue we have already expounded 
a confession of faith previously and we are in agreement with the five holy 
synods as well as with the divinely minded Honorius, Sergius, Paul, Peter, 
and the rest whose memory we invoked in the testimonies we delivered 
to the master, confessing one hypostatic will in our one Lord Jesus Christ 
and his god-manly activity. For in accordance with the holy Dionysius we 
confess that ‘he did not [perform] divine acts as God and human things as 
human, but since he was God the Word made man, he engaged in a new 
god-manly activity.” 


113 These words are quoted from the Chalcedonian Definition. 

114 Ps.-Athanasius, On the Incarnation against Apollinarius 2.10 (PG 26: 1148c6-8 
Montfaucon). This sentence is taken from an excerpt that appeared in the florilegium 
compiled by Macarius and Stephen: see below, p. 604. 

115 The source of this quotation has not been identified. 

116 Ps.-Dionysius, Fourth Letter (PTS 67: 161, 8-10 Heil/Ritter), translated in this volume 
on pp. 191-193. The quotation varies slightly from the original. 
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[218] The most pious emperor Constantine said, “Let the confession 
of his own faith, which the most sacred bishop Macarius of Antioch men- 
tioned has been delivered to us, be brought out for reading.” 

It was brought in by the private imperial secretary Photinus and read by 
the private imperial secretary Diogenes. Here it is verbatim: 


[The Confession of Macarius] 


The chief part of “the peace of God which surpasses all under- 
standing”"? is piety, through which “with one voice and one 
heart”? we worship the “living and true God”'® in the Trinity 
and “hold fast to our confession,”'’° clinging to the peace of God. 
Instructed as you are in these matters, O most faithful emperor, 
“neither by human beings nor from human authorities”? but 
through divine grace, and counting everything else as secondary, 
as is fitting for the divine and sacred head, you have stirred up the 
divine zeal present in you and roused the eyes of the church — I 
mean the high priests — urging each one to present the light of 
orthodoxy in himself, so that it may shine out more abundantly 
in the world. And may God grant in the times of your pious reign 
that the light of the most Christian proclamation never fade away 
and the shadowy innovations of the heretics be quenched. 

So then, readily do I submit to your God-pleasing decision. 
Who am I, divinely chosen master, but a worthless, despised, and 
obscure man groveling on the ground? And if up to this time I 
have not been worthy of performing my civic duty and standing 
before the terrifying tribunal, nonetheless now that I am regarded 
by you as worthy we make the confession of faith that our fathers 
at Nicaea and afterwards promulgated. I was born and raised with 
this faith, and with it may I depart from life. 

So then, I believe in one God, Father, almighty, fashioner of all 
things both seen and unseen, and in our one Lord, Jesus Christ, 
his Son, the Only-Begotten, who was begotten from him before 
all ages, true God from true God, perfect son of perfect begetter, 
effective word, subsistent wisdom, power that made all creation, 


117 Phil 4:7. 118 Rom 15:6, incorporating Acts 4:32. 11g 1 Thess 1:9. 
120 Heb 4:14. 121 Gal t:1. 


592 


123 


Acts of the Third Council of Constantinople 


[220] and in the Holy Spirit who proceeds from the Father and 
was manifested through the Son specifically to human beings, life 
of the living, cause of immortality, sanctity that is the bestower of 
all sanctification: Trinity perfect in glory, eternity, kingship, and 
counsel, neither separated nor divided, but one divinity and lord- 
ship. For there is nothing slavish in the Trinity, nothing subor- 
dinate and imported, as if at first it was not there and then later 
was introduced. For the Son is not inferior to the Father, nor is 
the Spirit to the Son, but the holy Trinity our God is always un- 
changeable and same-in-substance. 

“When I speak of God, I am bedazzled with one light and three: 
three in terms of the distinctive features which is to say the hy- 
postases and persons, but one in terms of the formula of substance 
which is to say the divinity. For they are divided undividedly, so 
to speak, and are conjoined dividedly. After all, the divinity is one 
in three, and the three are one, in which the divinity exists, or to 
speak more precisely, which are the divinity. And we do not make 
the unity a confusion, nor the division a dissociation. For we wish 
to keep equally far from ourselves both the fusion of Sabellius and 
the division of Arius, which are evils diametrically opposed yet 
equal in impiety. After all, what need is there to wickedly blend 
God together or slice him into inequality? For us there is ‘one 
God, the Father, from whom all things exist, and one Lord Jesus 
Christ, through whom all things exist,’*? and one Holy Spirit, in 
whom all things exist.”"3 The one God is the three and the three 
are one, as we said. 

And moreover we confess that one of the holy Trinity, the Lord 
Jesus Christ, the Son of God, the Only-Begotten, for us in the 
last days came down from the heavens and became incarnate of 
the Holy Spirit and our holy immaculate mistress, Theotokos, 
and ever-virgin Mary, and became human, which is to say took 
true flesh from her that was endowed with rational and intellec- 
tual soul, and he wondrously caused this flesh, which previously 
did not exist at all, to exist in himself and made it his own proper 


1 Cor 8:6. 


Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 39.11, 12-12, 3 (SChr 358: 170-172 Moreschini), with 


some omissions. 
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flesh in accordance with the economic union, coming to be not 
from a human seed or an activity of a man, “nor from the will of 
a man,”™4 but by the activity and will of “the power of the Most 
High.” For the angel said to the all-hymned and true Theotokos, 
“The Holy Spirit will come upon you, and the power of the Most 
High will overshadow you; therefore, that which is born will be 
called holy, the Son of God.”"5 In virtue of this, [222] we glo- 
rify her alone as Theotokos in the proper sense of the term and 
the virgin mother of God the Word in truth, since she gave birth 
to the God who existed before her when he supernaturally be- 
came incarnate from her. And it is in this manner according to 
us that he became the humanified God the Word. “He did all of 
this not by ridding himself of what he was. Rather, even though 
he assumed flesh and blood, he still remained what he was — God 
by nature and in truth. And we affirm that neither was the flesh 
turned into the nature of the divinity nor was the ineffable nature 
of God the Word changed into the nature of flesh,”"*? as the im- 
pious Apollinarius, Eutyches, and Severus used to rave. For “the 
difference between the natures is in no way destroyed because of 
the union but instead the distinctive feature of each nature is pre- 
served in one person and one hypostasis.”"*? Indeed, “confessing 
that the Word was united with flesh hypostatically, we worship 
him as one only-begotten Son, true God, Lord Jesus Christ,”"** 
“acknowledged in two natures unconfusedly and undividedly.”’” 
We do not make him into independent things and divide him into 
a human being and God, nor do we confess that one performed 
the miracles and the other suffered the human experiences, as the 
dividers Theodore and Nestorius say, but we confess that “one and 
the same” is God and complete human being, “same-in-substance 


124 John 1:13. 125 Luke 1:35. 

126 Cyril of Alexandria, Third Letter to Nestorius 3 (ACO 1.1.1: 35, 19-22 Schwartz), 
translated in full in CEECW 3 on pp. 623-636. 

127 Chalcedonian Definition (ACO 2.1.2: 129, 31-33 Schwartz). Note the slight but 
significant alteration of the original “preserved and coming together into one person and 
one hypostasis” to “preserved in one person and one hypostasis.” 

128 Cyril of Alexandria, Third Letter to Nestorius 4 (ACO 1.1.1: 35, 26-27 Schwartz). 
Macarius has slightly modified the original, which reads: “we worship one Son and 
Lord, Jesus Christ.” 

129 Chalcedonian Definition (ACO 2.1.2: 129, 30-31 Schwartz). 
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with the Father according to his divinity and the same one same- 
in-substance with us according to his humanity.”"° We proclaim 
the two births of the same, one before the ages from the Father ac- 
cording to his divinity and the other in the last days from Mary the 
Virgin the Theotokos according to his humanity. We believe that 
the miracles and sufferings belong to the same one and that “every 
activity whatsoever, whether appropriate to God or appropriate to 
human beings, proceeded in a novel manner"3' from the one and 
the same Christ our God.”'? For he did not exhibit “divine acts as 
God nor again human things as human, but since he was God the 
Word made human, a new god-manly activity”"33 and this wholly 
life-giving, even if [224] “it surprises and bewilders the ears of 
some who suppose that this is proposed to destroy the two natures 
unconfusedly and hypostatically united in Christ our God, which 
is not ever the case, nor may it be so.”"34 

So then, we affirm that one and the same acted, which is to say 
worked miracles for our salvation, and the same one suffered in 
his own flesh and truly brought about all the salvific sufferings, 
which is equivalent to calling them miracles, since we affirm that 
the suffering belongs to the flesh that is of course not separate 
from the divinity, even if suffering is not a trait of the divinity. But 
the activity belongs to God, even if it is through his humanity — 
which is to say through our whole lump™s — that he accomplishes 
the activity by the one and only divine will, since there is not any 


130 Chalcedonian Definition (ACO 2.1.2: 129, 26-27 Schwartz). 

131 In Greek, kainoprepos. 

132 This is a modified quotation of the Ekthesis (ACO* 1: 160, 8-10 Riedinger): “every 
activity appropriate to God and appropriate to human beings proceeded undividedly 
and unconfusedly from the one and the same incarnate God the Word.” This is in 
turn is a modified quotation from Sergius, First Letter to Honorius (ACO* 2.2: 542, 

5-7 Riedinger): “every activity appropriate to God and appropriate to human beings 
proceeded undividedly from the one and the same incarnate God the Word.” The 
Ekthesis is translated in full in this volume on pp. 466-471. 

133 Ps.-Dionysius, Fourth Letter (PTS 67: 161, 8-10 Heil/Ritter), translated in full in this 
volume on pp. 191-193. The quotation is slightly altered. 

134. Sergius of Constantinople, First Letter to Honorius (ACO? 2.2: 542, 8-11 Riedinger). 
This same quotation appears in the Ekthesis (ACO? 1: 160, 11-13 Riedinger), though it 
omits “unconfusedly and.” 

135 In Greek, phyrama. The language here is Pauline: see Rom 9:21, 11:16; 1 Cor 5:6-7; 
Gal 5:9. The human “lump” refers to the “clay,” “matter,” or physical “stuff” common to 
all human beings. 
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different will in him resistant to or opposed to that powerful di- 
vine will of his. “For it is impossible for two wills that are contrary 
or even similar in the same respect to subsist at the same time in 
the one and the same Christ our God." The salvific teaching of 
the divinely inspired fathers clearly instructs that the Lord’s flesh 
endowed with intellectual soul never separately and on its own in- 
itiative made its own natural movement contrary to the bidding of 
God the Word united to it hypostatically, but only whenever and 
however and to whatever extent God the Word himself intend- 
ed.37 To put it clearly, just as our body is governed, and ordered, 
and subject to our intellectual and rational soul, so too in the case 
of Christ the Master his whole human constitution always and in 
every case was led by the divinity of the Word himself and moved 
by God," according to Gregory of Nyssa, who said the following 
in his writings against Eunomius: ‘Inasmuch as the Son is God, he 
is completely impassible and pure. But if any suffering is attrib- 
uted to him in the gospel, he enacted such suffering through the 
human element that is completely susceptible to it. For the divin- 
ity truly enacted the salvation of all through the body around it, so 
that to the flesh belonged the suffering, whereas to God belonged 
the activity,’”"° through which we have been saved. And we are 
not introducing division into salvation. 


[226] For he died once and for all and bore the sins of many,"4° and 
on his own he gained ransom and salvation for us who are in sin. 
“He rose again” and also raised us together with himself and gave 
us life by bestowing upon us eternal peace, “and ascended into the 


136 While the rest of the quotation from Sergius of Constantinople, First Letter to Honorius 
(see note 137 below) follows the original closely, this sentence is expanded. The original 
reads: “For it is impossible for two wills that are contrary in the same respect to subsist 
at the same time in one and the same subject.” The editor (Riedinger) places the word 
enantia (“contrary”) in angle brackets, indicating it should be suppressed. If this is 
correct, the original would read: “For it is impossible for two wills to subsist at the same 
time and in the same respect in one and the same subject.” 

137 This quotation from Sergius of Constantinople, First Letter to Honorius (ACO* 2.2: 542, 
18-21 Riedinger), also appears in the Ekthesis (ACO? 1: 160, 26-29 Riedinger). 

138 In Greek, theokineton. 

139 Sergius of Constantinople, First Letter to Honorius (ACO® 2.2: 542, 16-544, 8 
Riedinger). The passage cited by Sergius from Gregory of Nyssa is Against Eunomius 
3.4.8-9 (GNO II: 136 Jaeger). 

140 See Heb 9:27-28. 
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heavens and is seated at the right hand of his Father, and will come 
again with glory to judge the living and the dead, whose kingdom 
will have no end.”"# For we expect that all will be resurrected and 
stand before the divine tribunal so that each may receive from him 
the just reward that has no end. 

“We must deal with the following too. In proclaiming the death, 
according to the flesh, of the only-begotten Son of God, that is, 
Jesus Christ, and in confessing his return to life from the dead and 
ascension into heaven, we perform the bloodless worship in the 
churches and approach the mystical blessings, '# and we are sancti- 
fied, becoming thereby participants in the holy flesh and ‘precious 
blood’3 of Christ the Savior of us all. We do not receive it as if it 
were normal flesh — God forbid! — nor indeed as if it were the flesh 
of a man sanctified and conjoined to the Word in a union of digni- 
ty or as if he merely possessed a divine indwelling. Rather, we re- 
ceive this flesh as being truly life-giving and the very Word’s own 
flesh. For being life by nature, gua God, and since he has become 
one with his own flesh, he has declared it to be life-giving. So even 
if he says to us, ‘Amen, Amen, I say to you, unless you eat the flesh 
of the Son of Man and drink his blood,’#* we do not regard it as 
the flesh of a human being like one of us — for how could the flesh 
of a human being be life-giving according to its own nature? — but 
as flesh which has truly come to belong to the one who has, for our 
sake, become the Son of Man, and was so called. Now as for the 
sayings of our Savior in the gospels, we do not divide them either 
between two hypostases or indeed between two persons ... But 
holding the correct view, we will be inclined to think that both the 
human sayings as well as the divine ones were spoken by one ... 
Therefore, all the sayings in the gospels must be ascribed to one 
person — the one incarnate hypostasis of the Word. For ‘there is 
one Lord Jesus Christ,’™5 according to the scriptures.” 4° 


141 Constantinopolitan-Nicene Creed. 

142 “Blessing” is Cyril’s usual term for the Eucharist. 

143 1 Pet 1:19. 144 John 6:53. 145 1 Cor 8:6. 

146 Cyril of Alexandria, Third Letter to Nestorius 7-8 (ACO 1.1.1: 37, 22-38, 23 Schwartz), 
translated in full in CEECW 3 on pp. 623-636. There are omissions from the 
quotation, which are indicated by the ellipses. 
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[228] “We have been taught to think in this way by the holy 
apostles and evangelists, as well as by all the inspired scripture, 
and on the basis of the true confession of the blessed fathers”"7 — 
both those at Nicaea and Constantinople and those at Ephesus for 
the first time and those at Chalcedon and Constantinople for the 
second time, which is to say the five holy and ecumenical synods, 
at which the letters of the holy Cyril and Leo [were proclaimed 
and accepted] — we accept and proclaim whatever they proclaimed 
and accepted, and we anathematize whatever they rejected, every 
heresy from Simon [Magus] all the way up to the present, espe- 
cially Arius, Eunomius, Macedonius, and Apollinarius; Sabellius; 
Novatus and Sabbatius; Diodore and Nestorius; Eutyches, Dios- 
corus, Severus, Julian, Themistius the Agnoeta, and the whole of 
their unlawful band;"* and Origen, Didymus, Evagrius, and their 
bizarre nonsense. Furthermore, we also anathematize those whom 
the fifth holy synod rejected, I mean Theodore of Mopsuestia, the 
accursed teacher of the heresy and division’? of Maximus; the im- 
pious writings of Theodoret against the orthodox faith and the 
‘Twelve Chapters of the holy Cyril; and the letter said to have been 
written by Ibas to Mari the Persian. And in addition to all these 
heretics [we also anathematize] another who has quite recently 
sprouted up among them, the loathsome Maximus together with 
his impious disciples, whom he, in typical Hellenic fashion, taught 
the espousal of Manichaeism, the removal of the body of Christ 
our God, and also his impious doctrine of division, which be- 
fore our times our most blessed fathers spurned, I mean Hon- 
orius, Sergius, Cyrus, and their successors as heads and leaders 
of the churches, as also did Heraclius of all-pious memory, your 
orthodox great-grandfather, [230] on whose progeny the God of 
orthodoxy set his seal for this pious empire. For roused by indig- 
nation along with our holy fathers he too condemned this heresy 


147 Cyril of Alexandria, Third Letter to Nestorius 12 (ACO 1.1.1: 40, 17-18 Schwartz). 

148 The Greek for “unlawful band” (athemiston summorian) puns upon the name of 
Themistius. The Agnoetae were Egyptian miaphysites who maintained that Christ was 
subject to ignorance (agnosia) just like all human beings. Gregory the Great’s Letter 
10.21 is directed against the Agnoetae, translated in this volume on pp. 407—41T. 

149 There is a pun in the Greek, haireseas te kai dibaireseos. The “division” of Maximus the 
Confessor surely has a double meaning: dividing Christ and dividing the church. 
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of the Maximians when it sprang up. Following their lead, by the 
divine command of our master’s father of pious memory'® a holy 
assembly took place here, consisting of Peter the all-holiest ecu- 
menical patriarch and the predecessor of my paltriness the most 
blessed Macedonius, Theodore the delegate of the Alexandrians, 
and those most sacred bishops present with them who had come 
to the sacred assembly.'* After they examined his writings, they 
anathematized him and expelled him along with his impious disci- 
ples. But leaving aside all the heretics weeping for themselves over 
the anathemas, I return once again to God and beg from him that 
Your Piety, which confirms orthodox doctrine, be protected. For 
even from the time of your ancestors you are lights of the faith. 
Shine, O Lord, on the lights of faith. Protect, O Lord, the guard- 
ians of orthodoxy. May God exalt your horn.'s? May God bring 
peace to your empire, which puts to flight every enemy and pre- 
sides over a profound peace in the churches and the whole world. 


The Signature 


I, Macarius, by God’s mercy bishop of the City of God, have dictat- 
ed all the orthodox text above in accordance with the expositions 
of the five holy and ecumenical synods and the holy and approved 
fathers that I indicated by name who expounded in accordance 
with the preceding contents one will in our one Lord Jesus Christ 
our God and his god-manly activity that he exhibited to us. And 
having consented and confessed that it is impious to speak of two 
wills in the same Christ our God, and in this manner thinking and 
teaching and expecting to stand before the terrifying throne of 
God with this my orthodox faith, I have signed. 


[232] The most pious emperor Constantine and the holy synod said, “We 
have now become acquainted with the contents of the confession of faith 
presented by the most God-beloved archbishop Macarius of Antioch. Let 
the same most God-beloved Macarius state whether he [still] agrees with 
what he has presented.” 


150 Emperor Constans II, the father of Constantine IV. 
151 Here Macarius refers to the trial of Maximus in Constantinople in 658. 
152 See Ps 88(89):18. 
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The most sacred archbishop Macarius said, “Yes, master.” 

The most pious emperor Constantine and the holy synod said, “Let the 
same most God-beloved Macarius tell whether he confesses two natural 
wills and two activities that are natural in the incarnate economy of Christ 
our God.” 

The most sacred archbishop Macarius said, “I do not speak of two natu- 
ral wills or two activities that are natural in the incarnate economy of our 
Lord Jesus Christ, not even if I were cut apart limb by limb and hurled into 
the sea.” 

The most pious emperor Constantine and the holy synod said, “Let the 
first of the codices that the most God-beloved archbishop Macarius of An- 
tioch recently presented and verified as his be opened for reading so that it 
can be compared with the original books of the holy and approved fathers 
kept in the distinguished patriarchate in accordance with the previous pe- 
tition made by the delegation of the apostolic see of the most holy pope 
Agatho.'53 So let the most God-beloved deacon George the archivist of 
the most holy great church of God here bring these books of the holy and 
approved fathers from the distinguished patriarchate.” 

They were brought in. When the most glorious consul Peter received it 
by command of our most pious emperor Constantine he compared a book 
of the holy Athanasius with the first codex. (The most magnificent private 
imperial secretary Diogenes had carried the same codex in.) He read a pas- 
sage [from the first codex] containing these words verbatim: 


[234] From the Second Treatise of the Holy Athanasius against 
Apollinarius's+ 


For it is clear that the preexistent God the Word was not a human 
being before his sojourn in the flesh, but “was” God “with God,”"55 
being invisible and impassible. Therefore, the name “Christ” was 
not applied to him apart from the flesh, since the suffering and the 
death are associated with this name, as Luke writes, “That Christ 
would suffer and be the first to rise from the dead.”'5° Paul says, 
“Christ our paschal lamb has been sacrificed for us.”'57 He also 
says, “the human being Christ Jesus who gave himself for us,”"5* 


153 This petition was made in the sixth session. 
154 This was the title given to the testimony in the florilegium of Macarius and Stephen. 
155 John r:t. 156 Acts 26:23. 157 1 Cor 5:7. 158 1 Tim 2:5-6, modified. 
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not because he is not God but because Christ is also a human 
being. Therefore, he wrote, “Remember Jesus Christ risen from 
the dead, from the seed of David.”'5 For this reason the scrip- 
ture makes mention of both names to indicate his existence: in- 
visibly he is understood to be and truly is God, whereas visibly he 
is touched and truly exists as a human being. This is not done to 
make a division of persons or concepts, but on account of the nat- 
ural birth and the indissoluble union, so that when the suffering is 
truly confessed in him the same one is also understood to be truly 
impassible." 


There are also passages excluded by Macarius and Stephen before the “And 


after some things” of the [next] testimony.’ 


But you say’ that if he assumed everything, without any question 
at all he also has human thoughts. And it is impossible for there 
not to be sin in human thoughts. And how will Christ be “[like 
us in every respect] except for sin”?"® Well, tell us! If God were 
the creator of sinful thoughts, what he himself created must be 
attached to God. For he came to attach to himself what he himself 
had made. But in this case the judgment will be unjust when it 
condemns the one who sinned. For if God created sinful thoughts, 
how is it that he condemns the one who sinned? Or how is it 
proper for such a judgment to come from God? And moreover, if 
Adam was subject to such thoughts before he disobeyed the com- 
mandment from God, how is it that “he did not know good and 
evil”?'®+ He was rational by nature and free of such thoughts, and 
he did not have any experience of evil and knew only good, being 
as it were pure in mind. It was only after he disobeyed the com- 
mandment of God that he fell under the sway of such thoughts, 
not because God created the thoughts that captured him, [236] 


159 2 Tim 2:8. 

160 Ps.-Athanasius, On the Incarnation against Apollinarius 2.1-2 (PG 26: 1133b3-c9 

Monttfaucon). 

Apparently Macarius and Stephen, after the first excerpt from On the Incarnation against 

Apollinarius, had included the rubric “And after some things” (kai meta tina) to indicate 

that they were skipping over material from the same treatise and not quoting it, before 

presenting the next excerpt from the same text. 

162 This excerpt does not immediately follow the previous one in the ps.-Athanasian 
source. 

163 Heb 4:15. 164 Gen 3:5. 


16 
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but because the devil by deception sowed them in the rational 
nature of the human being when it fell into transgression and was 
driven away from God. It was in this way then that the devil es- 
tablished in human nature both “the law of sin”'®s and the death 
that reigned through the work of sin.’ “The reason then the Son 
of God came was to destroy the works of the devil.”"*7 But you 
say, “he destroyed them by not sinning,” but this would not be a 
destruction of sin. For it is not in him that the devil caused sin to 
exist in the beginning, so that, when he came into the world and 
did not sin, sin might be destroyed. Rather, it is in the rational and 
intellectual nature of the human being that the devil caused sin to 
exist in the beginning. This is the reason why it became impossi- 
ble for the rational nature, which had sinned voluntarily and had 
come under the condemnation of death, to be recalled to freedom, 
as the Apostle says, “what the law, weakened by the flesh, could not 
do.”'® Therefore, the Son of God came so that this [flesh] could 
be established in his own nature through a new beginning and a 
miraculous birth, not by dividing up what was constituted in the 
beginning but by annulling the annulment that was sowed in it, 
as the prophet testifies, saying, “Before the child knows good and 
evil, he refuses evil to choose what is good.”"® But if sinlessness is 
not seen in the nature that sinned, how is it that sin is condemned 
in the flesh when the flesh does not have the means and the divin- 
ity knows nothing of sin? And moreover how is it that the Apostle 
says, “Where sin increased, grace abounded all the more” — he’s 
not writing about a place but implying nature — “so that just as 
through one human being sin entered into the world and through 
sin death, so too through one human being Jesus Christ grace 
reigned through righteousness to eternal life”?'7° All this happens 
so that in the same nature where there was a progression of sin, 
there can be a manifestation of righteousness. And so, in this way 
he may “destroy the works of the devil”’7" now that human nature 
has been freed from sin, and God may be glorified." 


165 Rom 7:23. 166 See Rom 5:21. 167 1 John 3:8. 168 Rom 8:3. 

169 Isa 7:16. 170 A conglomeration of Rom §:12, 19, and 21. 171 John 3:8. 

172 Ps.-Athanasius, On the Incarnation against Apollinarius 2.6 (PG 26: 1140c5-1141d3 
Montfaucon). 
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After this book'?3 was compared with what was omitted before the “and 
after some things,” which was also in the middle of the testimony, the most 
pious emperor Constantine and the holy synod said, [238] “Let the most 
God-beloved archbishop Macarius state why he mutilated'’ these critical 
parts of the testimony of the holy and approved father.” 

The most God-beloved archbishop Macarius said, “As for myself, the 
testimonies that I excerpted I excerpted with a particular goal in mind.”"75 

After the excluded passage is the testimony that had been excerpted by 
Macarius and Stephen with the title, “And after some things.” It was read out, 
stating the following verbatim: 


‘Thus “the form of the slave”'”* that appeared in the divinity of the 
Word was not subject to necessity but manifested sinlessness by 
nature and power. He dissolved the decree of necessity and the law 
of sin, and took the tyrant of captivity captive, as the prophet says, 
“He has ascended on high, having taken captivity captive.”'77 For 
when the Word put forth the form of the slave against the enemy 
he achieved victory through what was at that time defeated. The 
reason Jesus undertook every temptation was because he assumed 
everything that had to do with experiencing temptation, through 
which he achieved victory for us, saying, “Take courage; I have 
conquered the world.”"”* For the devil did not go to war with di- 
vinity, of which he knew nothing, nor indeed would he dare to do 
so. That’s why he said, “If you are the Son of God ... ”'79 Rather, 
he went to war with the human being, whom he was able to de- 
ceive long ago, and from him he spread the activity of his wick- 
edness to “all human beings.”"*° With Adam’s soul detained by the 
condemnation of death and crying out to his master continuous- 
ly, and with those pleasing to God and made righteous detained 
with Adam by the law of nature, mourning and crying out with 
him, God had mercy upon the human being whom he had made. 


173 Ps.-Athanasius, On the Incarnation against Apollinarius. 

174 In Greek, periekopsen. Here what is meant by “mutilating” the testimonies becomes 
clear: omitting essential parts of the text that are harmful to one’s case. 

175 In Greek, kata ton idion skopon. 

176 Phil 2:7. This is the second excerpt from the ps.-Athanasian source included in the 
florilegium of Macarius and Stephen. 

177 Eph 4:8, paraphrasing Ps 67(68):19. 178 John 16:33. 

179 Matt 4:3. 180 Rom 5:12. 
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Through the mystery of the manifestation of newness he was well 
pleased to accomplish salvation in humankind, so as to achieve 
not only the destruction of the enemy who deceived because of 
envy, 181 
elevation of the human being to union and communion with the 
one who is Most High in nature and truth. The reason the Word 
who was God and the creator of the first human being came and 


but also to demonstrate in an inconceivable manner the 


became a human being was to give life to the human being and to 


182 


destroy the unjust enemy. And he was “born of a woman,” hav- 
ing restored in himself the form of the human being from the first 
formation, being himself manifested in flesh without fleshly wills 
and human thoughts in an image of newness. For [240] the will 
belongs to the divinity alone, since the whole nature of the Word 
was manifested in the form of the visible human flesh of the sec- 
ond Adam, not resulting in a division of persons but in the exist- 
ence of divinity and humanity. Thus the devil approached Jesus as 
if he were a human being, but when he could not find in him any 
evidence of his ancient sowing nor any progression toward temp- 
tation in the present, he was defeated and ashamed. Conquered 
and exhausted, he said, “Who is this that comes from Edom” — that 
is, from the land of human beings — marching “with might?”"3 
Therefore, Christ said, “The ruler of this world is coming, but he 
will find nothing in me.”"*4 


The holy synod said, “Be aware, all-good master, that once again he has 
excluded something from the testimony. For if the passages after this tes- 
timony are read out by command of Your Sovereignty, they will reveal his 
excerpting to be deceptive.” 

Some other passages excluded by Macarius and Stephen from the pres- 
ent testimony were also read out: 


And indeed" what he found was the body and soul and the whole 
of the first Adam that had become the second Adam. For if the 
“nothing” referred to the existence of the human being, how could 


181 See Wis 2:24. 182 Gal 4:4. 183 Isa 63:1. 

184 John 14:30. The excerpt is from ps.-Athanasius, On the Incarnation against Apollinarius 
2.9-10 (PG 26: 1145d2-1149a6 Montfaucon). 

185 This excerpt immediately follows the previous one in the ps.-Athanasian source and 
begins by commenting upon John 14:30. 
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the visible body of the one who spoke be found to be nothing? 
Rather, what he did not find in him was what he effected in the 
first Adam, and thus was sin destroyed in Christ. This is why the 
scripture testifies, “He committed no sin; no deceit was found on 
his lips.”"*° How is it then that you say that it is impossible for the 
human being once held captive to become freed from captivity, 
with the result that, when you say that the devil’s sin, which is pres- 
ent in the nature of human beings, is indestructible, you ascribe 
inability to God and ability to the devil, as the other heretics do? 
The reason that the divinity, which was not captive, came to be “in 
the likeness of flesh”"*’” and soul was so that it might remain free 
from captivity and thus pure righteousness be made manifest. But 
when was the righteousness of the divinity not pure? And what is 
the benefit to human beings from these if not that the Lord is seen 
in identity of existence [242] and newness of nature? It’s just as 
the Apostle says, “He inaugurated for us a new and living way,”'* 
saying, “I am the way and the truth and the life.”"* 


The holy synod said, “See, you have completely destroyed’” the testi- 
mony of the holy father! It is not fitting for those who are orthodox to 
excerpt the sayings of the holy fathers by mutilating’” them in this manner. 
Rather, that’s what heretics do!” 

The most sacred archbishop Macarius said, “I have already said that I 
made excerpts with a view to accomplishing my own goal.” 

The holy synod cried out, “He has unambiguously shown himself to 
be a heretic!” “Anathema to the new Dioscorus!” “Let him be deposed!” 
“Expel the new Dioscorus!” “Unhappy years to the new Apollinarius!” “It 
is right to let him be ousted from the episcopate!” “Let him be stripped of 
the pallium he wears!” 

After he was stripped [of the pallium] he stood in the center with his 
disciple Stephen. The most godly presbyter and abbot Theophanes of the 
monastery of Baia asked the same Macarius and Stephen, “Does our Lord 
Jesus Christ have a human will that is sinless?” 


186 1x Pet 2:22, quoting Isa 53:9. 187 Rom 8:3. 188 Heb 10:20. 

189 John 14:6. The excerpt is from ps.-Athanasius, On the Incarnation against Apollinarius 
2.10-11 (PG 26: 1149a6-b15 Montfaucon). 

190 In Greek, perieiles, which suggests stripping away what surrounds something. 

191 In Greek, perikekommenas, from perikopted. 
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Macarius and Stephen said,’ “We ourselves do not speak of a human 
will in Christ, but we do of a divine one, yes. For he is ‘without fleshly wills 
and human thoughts,’ as the testimony of the holy Athanasius presented by 
us contains. ‘For the will belongs to the divinity alone.’”' 

The most godly presbyter and abbot Theophanes said, “How do you 
understand the fleshly wills and the human thoughts?” 

Macarius and Stephen said, “The fleshly wills and the human thoughts 
are characteristics of human beings like us, but Christ has none of these.” 

[244] The most godly presbyter and abbot Theophanes said, “If you had 
placed the testimony that you mutilated’ in its original context,'®5 you 
would have discovered that the fleshly wills and the human thoughts which 
the holy father Athanasius understood to be sinful and pleasure-seeking 
were those introduced later into human nature as a result of the devil’s sow- 
ing, just as the same holy father had stated above. As for myself, by no means 
am I saying that our Lord Jesus Christ our true God had a fleshly will or sin- 
ful thoughts as a result of this sowing — absolutely not! — but rather he had 
a natural will, the very same thing which God himself put into Adam when 
he created him. And so now I ask you this: Did Adam have a rational soul?” 

Macarius and Stephen said, “Yes.” 

The most godly presbyter and abbot Theophanes said, “Did he have a 
natural will?” 

The most reverent monk Stephen said, “One that was self-determining 
and absolutely free. For indeed before the transgression he had a divine 
will and co-willed with God." 

The most God-beloved bishop Dometius of Plusiados said, “Where did 
you find such nonsense, blasphemer? If Adam co-willed with God, then he 
also co-created!” 

The most godly presbyters Theodore and George and the most godly 
deacon John, who were proxies of the most holy pope Agatho of the apos- 
tolic see of Elder Rome, and the God-beloved bishops sent in the name of 
his synod, said, “If Adam had a divine will before the transgression, then he 
was same-in-substance with God, and Adam’s will was unchangeable and 


192 Note the discontinuation of the honorifics. 

193 Ps.-Athanasius, On the Incarnation against Apollinarius 2.10 (PG 26: 1148c6-9 
Montfaucon). These sentences are taken from an excerpt that appeared in the 
florilegium compiled by Macarius and Stephen: see p. 604 above. 

194 In Greek, periekkopsate. 195 In Greek, ep akeraio. 

196 In Greek, synthelethés to theo. 
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life-giving. So how did he change and transgress the commandment and 
fall under death? For he who co-wills is surely also same-in-substance, or 
[246] do you not know what the holy Cyril cried out: ‘Just as he is same-in- 
substance, so too does he co-will with his begetter. For being one substance 
surely means having one will.’”"” 

The most godly presbyter and abbot Theophanes said, “Answer the 
question I already asked you: Did Adam have a natural will? Yes or no?” 

Macarius and Stephen said, “We already said, one that was self-deter- 
mining and absolutely free.” 

The most godly presbyter and abbot Theophanes said, “Either agree 
that he has a natural will or deny it. Indeed I can demonstrate this from the 
holy approved fathers.” 

So after the same Macarius and Stephen stood there for a long time 
without either agreeing to [two natural] wills or denying them, the most 
pious emperor Constantine and the holy synod said, “Let the most godly 
presbyter and abbot Theophanes present the testimonies of the holy and 
approved fathers that he mentioned.” 

He presented two testimonies. The first was from the treatise of the holy 
Athanasius the archbishop of Alexandria, On the Incarnation against Apolli- 
narius, which contains this passage verbatim: 


When “God formed Adam”'* in the beginning, did he in fact 
make sinning innate to him? If so, what need was there even of 
the commandment? How is it that he condemned him when he 
sinned? And how is it that before the disobedience Adam did not 
know good and evil,'° when “God formed him for incorruption 
and made him in the image of his own eternity”*©° as a sinless na- 
ture and an absolutely free will??*" 


The other testimony was from the fifth book of the holy Augustine, 
bishop of Hippo Regius, Against Julian the Pelagian, which contains this 
passage: 


197 Cyril of Alexandria, Commentary on the Gospel of John to (P. E. Pusey, Sancti patris nostri 
Cyrilli archiepiscopi Alexandrini in D. Joannis evangelium, 3 vols. (Oxford: Clarendon 
Press, 1872], 2: 493, 16-17). Here Cyril is commenting on John 14:21. This same 
passage of Cyril was quoted by Maximus the Confessor, Opusculum 7, translated in this 
volume on pp. 504-518. 

198 Gen 2:7. 199 See Gen 3:5. 200 Wis 2:23. 

201 Ps.-Athanasius, On the Incarnation against Apollinarius 1.15 (PG 26: 1120 Montfaucon). 
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[248] What is a motion of the soul except a motion of a nature? 
For the soul is unquestionably a nature. Therefore, the will is a 
motion of a nature, since it is a motion of the soul.?” 


The holy synod said, “Splendidly and truly has the most godly presbyter 
and abbot Theophanes shown through the testimonies of the holy and ap- 
proved fathers presented by him that the will is natural. Therefore, if ‘the 
first Adam’?°3 had a will that was natural, how is it that the second Adam, 
who became ‘like him in every respect except for sin,*°t our Lord Jesus 
Christ our true God, did not have a natural will in his human nature? So 
then, since our Lord and God Jesus Christ assumed a sinless human will of 
his own human nature and had a divine will before the ages with the Father 
and the Holy Spirit, it is clear that those who are orthodox must confess that 
there are two natural wills in the same one unconfusedly and undividedly, 
since the greatest number of patristic testimonies have also shown that there 
are two natural wills in the one person or one hypostasis of the incarnate 
economy of one of the holy Trinity, our Lord Jesus Christ our true God.”?°5 


* 


* OK 


Eighteenth Session 
(Held on September 16, 681) 


[752] In the name of the Lord and Master Jesus Christ, our God and Sav- 
ior ...7% 


202 Augustine, Unfinished Work against Julian 5.40.1 (PL 45: 1476). This same excerpt was 
quoted in Agatho’s letter to Constantine IV: see p. 579 above. 

203 1 Cor 15:45. 204 Heb 4:15, modified. 

205 After this, five more testimonies from the florilegium of Macarius and Stephen were 
read out, but with no discussion: three from Ambrose of Milan, one from ps.-Dionysius, 
and a long one from John Chrysostom. These are omitted from the translation. 

206 The remainder of the preamble is omitted from the translation as it is identical to 
that of the first session, translated above on pp. 560-561, except for the date and the 
year: it was now the twenty-eighth year of Constantine, twenty-third year of Heraclius 
and Tiberius, and the tenth indiction. The attendance lists are also omitted: while 
the same imperial officials as at the first session are listed, here 174 bishops or their 
representatives are listed. 


608 


Acts of the Third Council of Constantinople 


[768] The holy and great and ecumenical synod, which by the grace of 
God and the all-pious decree of the most pious and most faithful great 
emperor Constantine assembled in this divinely protected and imperial 
Constantinople, New Rome, in the council chamber of the sacred palace 
called Trullus, decrees what follows: 


[The Synodal Definition] 


The only-begotten Son and Word of God the Father, who be- 
came a human being “like us in every respect except for sin,”*°7 
Christ our true God,** loudly proclaimed through the words of 
the gospel, “I am the light of the world; whoever follows me will 
not walk in darkness, but will have the light of life.”*°? And again, 
“My peace I leave with you; my peace I give to you.”*"° It is for 
the sake of this divinely spoken teaching of peace that our most 
gentle emperor, who leads with divine wisdom and fights not only 
on behalf of orthodoxy but also against heterodoxy, gathered this 
holy and ecumenical assembly of ours and unified the whole body 
of the church. Therefore, our holy and ecumenical synod, driving 
far away the error of impiety of times past and present, and follow- 
ing unerringly the straight path of the holy and approved fathers, 
has in all matters piously spoken in unison with the five holy and 
ecumenical synods. 

We speak with the 318 holy fathers who assembled at Nicaea 
against the insane Arius; and with the 150 divinely inspired men 
who after it assembled at Constantinople against the Pneumato- 
machian Macedonius and the impious Apollinarius; and likewise 
with the 200 divinely inspired men who congregated at Ephesus 
for the first time against the Jewish-minded Nestorius; and with 
the 630 divinely inspired fathers who congregated at Chalcedon 
against the divinely hated Eutyches and Dioscorus; and in addi- 
tion to these also with the last of them, the fifth holy synod that 
gathered here against Theodore of Mopsuestia, Origen, Didy- 
mus, and Evagrius, and against the writings of Theodoret against 
the Twelve Chapters of the illustrious Cyril and the letter said to 
have been written by Ibas to Mari the Persian. We have not only 


207 Chalcedonian Definition, alluding to Heb 4:15. 208 See 1 John 5:20. 
209 John 8:12. 210 John 14:27. 
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revived the decrees of piety without any innovation whatsoever 
but also banished the profane doctrines of impiety. And as for that 
which was expounded by the 318 fathers and confirmed again by the 
150 [770] in accordance with the mind of God, which is what the 
other holy synods gladly accepted for the confutation of every soul- 
destroying heresy and ratified as their symbol, on this under the in- 
spiration of God our holy and ecumenical synod has also set its seal. 


The Exposition of Faith by the 318 Holy and Blessed 
Fathers at Nicaea 


We believe in one God, Father, almighty, maker of all things 
both seen and unseen. And in one Lord, Jesus Christ, the Son 
of God, begotten from the Father only-begotten, that is, from 
the substance of the Father, God from God, light from light, 
true God from true God, begotten, not made, the same-in- 
substance with the Father, through whom all things came 
to be, both those in heaven and those on earth, who for us 
human beings and for our salvation came down from heav- 
en, and became incarnate, became human, suffered, and rose 
again on the third day, ascended into the heavens, and sits at 
the right hand of the Father and is coming to judge the living 
and the dead. And in the Holy Spirit. Now as for those who 
say: There was a point when he did not exist, and before he 
was begotten he did not exist, and that he came to be from 
non-existence, or from a different subsistence or substance, 
claiming that the Son of God is either changeable or mutable, 
these people the catholic and apostolic church anathematizes. 


The Exposition of Faith by the 150 Holy and Blessed 
Fathers at Constantinople 


We believe in one God, Father, almighty, maker of heaven 
and earth, of all things both seen and unseen. And in one 
Lord, Jesus Christ, the Son of God, the Only-Begotten, who 
was begotten from the Father before all ages, light from light, 
true God from true God, begotten, not made, the same-in- 
substance with the Father, through whom all things came to 
be, who for us human beings and for our salvation came down 
from the heavens, and became incarnate of the Holy Spirit 
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and Mary the virgin, and became human, and was crucified 
for our sake under Pontius Pilate, and suffered and was bur- 
ied, and rose again on the third day in accordance with the 
scriptures, and ascended into the heavens, and is seated at the 
right hand of the Father, and is coming again with glory to 
judge the living and the dead, whose kingdom will have no 
end. And in the Holy Spirit, the Lord and giver of life, who 
proceeds from the Father, who with Father and Son is wor- 
shiped and glorified, who has spoken through the prophets. 
In one, holy, catholic, and apostolic church. We confess one 
baptism for the forgiveness of sins. We await the resurrection 
of the dead, and the life of the age to come. Amen. 


[772] The holy and ecumenical synod said, This pious and orthodox symbol 
of divine grace therefore was sufficient for the full recognition and confir- 
mation of the orthodox faith. But since from the beginning the inventor of 
wickedness has not ceased, having found an accomplice in the serpent and 
through it infected human nature with the venom of death, so too now he 
has found instruments useful for his own purpose. We mean Theodore, who 
was once the bishop of Pharan, Sergius, Pyrrhus, Paul, and Peter, who were 
once primates of this imperial city, and moreover Honorius who was once 
pope of Elder Rome, Cyrus who once held the episcopacy of Alexandria, and 
Macarius who recently was the primate of Antioch and Stephen his disciple. 
Through them he has not been idle in the whole entirety of the church 
erecting stumbling blocks of error — that of one will and one activity in the 
two natures of Christ our true God, who is one of the holy Trinity — and in 
the orthodox people he has sowed with novel language the heresy that agrees 
with the brain-damaged heterodoxy of the impious Apollinarius, Severus, 
and Themistius. This heresy endeavors to destroy the completeness of the 
humanification of the same one Lord Jesus Christ our God through a par- 
ticular deceitful conception and thereby blasphemously makes his flesh that 
is endowed with an intellectual soul devoid of will and activity.*" 

Christ our God then raised up the faithful emperor, the new David, hav- 


29212 


ing found in him “a man after his own heart,”?’? who “did not give,” as 
is written, “sleep to his eyes and to his eyelids slumber,”?* until, through 


this our divinely assembled and sacred meeting, he found the perfect 


211 In Greek, atheléton kai anenergéton. 212 1 Sam 13:14. 
213 Ps 131(132):4. 
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proclamation of orthodoxy. For in accordance with the divinely spoken 
saying, “where two or three are gathered in my name, there am I in the 
midst of them,”* the present holy and ecumenical synod has faithfully 
received and welcomed with upturned hands the report of the most holy 
and most blessed pope Agatho of Elder Rome to our most pious and most 
faithful emperor Constantine that rejected by name those who proclaimed 
and taught, as was said above, one will and one activity in the incarnate 
economy of Christ our true God. And likewise we have also embraced the 
other synodal report sent from the sacred synod of the 125 God-loving 
bishops under the same most holy pope to His Divinely Wise Serenity. 
For both reports are in harmony with the holy synod at Chalcedon and 
the Tome of the all-sacred [774] and most blessed pope Leo of the same 
Elder Rome that was dispatched to Flavian among the saints, which the 
same synod called “the pillar of orthodoxy.”*5 And moreover they are in 
harmony with the synodal letters written by the blessed Cyril against the 
impious Nestorius and to the bishops of the East.?"® And “following” the 
five holy and ecumenical synods and “the holy” and approved “fathers,” 
we too “in unison” have defined “the confession of our Lord Jesus Christ,” 
our true God, who is one of the holy, same-in-substance, and life-giving 
‘Trinity, “complete in divinity and the same complete in humanity; truly 
God and truly a human being, the same one consisting of a rational soul 
and a body; same-in-substance with the Father according to his divinity 
and the same one same-in-substance with us according to his humanity, 
like us in every respect except for sin, begotten before the ages from the 
Father according to his divinity and in the last days the same one for us and 
for our salvation from” the Holy Spirit and “the Virgin Mary,” who is “the 
‘Theotokos” in the proper sense of the term and in truth, “according to his 
humanity; one and the same Christ, Son, Lord, Only-Begotten, acknowl- 
edged in two natures unconfusedly, unchangeably, inseparably, undividedly, 
the difference between the natures being in no way destroyed because of 
the union but instead the distinctive feature of each nature being preserved 


214 Matt 18:20. 

215 This is said in the Chalcedonian Definition (ACO 2.1.2: 129, 15-16 Schwartz), 
translated in this volume on pp. 112-116. The Chalcedonian Definition actually praised 
the Tome as “a universal pillar for the confirmation of right doctrines against those with 
wicked opinions.” 

216 The Chalcedonian Definition endorsed Cyril’s Second Letter to Nestorius and Letter of 
Reunion to John of Antioch. 
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and coming together into one person and one hypostasis; not separated or 
divided into two persons but one and the same Son, Only-Begotten, God, 
Word, Lord, Jesus Christ, just as the prophets from the beginning taught 
about him and the Lord Jesus Christ himself instructed us and the symbol 
of the” holy “fathers handed it down to us.”*!7 And there are two natural 
faculties of willing or wills?’’ in him and two natural activities undividedly, 
unchangeably, indivisibly,*"? unconfusedly in accordance with the teaching 
of the holy fathers. 

Likewise, we also proclaim two natural wills that are not in opposition as 
the impious heretics claim - absolutely not! Instead, we proclaim that his 
human will follows his divine and all-powerful will, without resistance or 
contention but rather in subjection to it. “For it was necessary that the will 
of the flesh move itself, but it was subjected to his divine will,” according to 
the all-wise Athanasius.**° “For just as his flesh is said to be and is the flesh 
of God the Word, so too the natural will of his flesh is said to belong and 
does belong properly to God the Word, as he himself says, ‘I have come 
down from heaven, not to do my own will, but the will of the Father who 
sent me.’?? He calls his own will ‘the will of the flesh’ because the flesh be- 
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came proper to him.”?*? For in this way his all-holy and blameless flesh en- 
dowed with soul was not destroyed when it was deified, but remained in its 
own limit and definition, and thus his human will was not destroyed when 
it was deified but was rather preserved in accordance with what Gregory 
the Theologian said: “for the willing of the one who is conceived of as the 
Savior is not in opposition to God, but wholly deified.”**3 

[776] We hold that there are two natural activities undividedly, un- 
changeably, indivisibly,*4 and unconfusedly in him, our Lord Jesus Christ, 
our true God, which is to say a divine activity and a human activity, in keep- 
ing with what the divinely inspired Leo affirmed in the clearest possible 


217 There are several small but significant omissions and additions in this long quotation 
from the Chalcedonian Definition. 

218 In Greek, dyo theleseis étoi thelémata. 

219 The Greek here and again below is ameristos instead of the Chalcedonian Definition’s 
achoristos; the other three adverbs are the same as the Definition’s. 

220 ACO? r: 284, 19 Riedinger; ACO? 2.2: 660, 15-16 Riedinger. This and the following 
quotation are from a homily on John 12:27, “Now is my soul troubled,” attributed to 
Athanasius. This homily was read out at the end of the fourteenth session. 

221 John 6:38. 

222 ACO? r: 284, 13-15 Riedinger; ACO? 2.2: 660, 12-14 Riedinger. 

223 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 30.12, 5—6 (SChr 250: 248 Gallay/Jourjon). 

224 See note 219 above. 
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terms, “For each form does what is peculiar to it in communion with the 
other — the Word enacts what pertains to the Word and the body carries 
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out what pertains to the body.”**5 “Obviously we will not grant that there 
is one natural activity that belongs to both God and something made, lest 
we bring that which has been made up to the level of the divine substance 
and bring that which belongs exclusively to the divine nature down to a 
position appropriate for generated things.”**° For we know that both the 
miracles and the sufferings belong to one and the same, in accordance with 
the one and the other**’ of the natures from which he is and in which he 
has his being, as the divinely inspired Cyril said. 

On all sides then safeguarding that which is unconfused and undivided 
we state it all in brief: Believing our Lord Jesus Christ, our true God, to be 
one of the holy Trinity even after the incarnation we affirm his two natures 
in his one radiant hypostasis, in which he exhibited, not in an illusory man- 
ner but in truth, both the miracles and the sufferings throughout the whole 
of his sojourn with us for the purposes of the economy. For the difference 
between the natures in the same one hypostasis comes to be acknowledged 
by the fact that each nature in communion with the other wills and enacts?’ 
what is proper to it undividedly and unconfusedly.”*? So in accordance with 
this reasoning we hold that there are two natural wills and activities that 
come together**° appropriately for the salvation of humankind. 

“Now that these things have been formulated by us with all possible accu- 
racy and diligence,” we decree “that no one is permitted to produce or write 
down or compose a different faith, or to uphold different views or teach dif- 
ferently. As for those who dare either to compose a different faith, or to bring 
forward or teach or hand down a different symbol for those who want to 
convert to knowledge of the truth from Hellenism, or from Judaism, or from 
any heresy whatsoever,” or to introduce novel expressions?’ or invention of 
terms to overturn what has now been decreed by us, “these people, if they are 


225 Leo of Rome, Tome to Flavian 4 (ACO 2.2.1: 28, 12-14 Schwartz), translated in full in 
this volume on pp. 36-48. Where the original Latin has caro (“flesh”), the Greek version 
uses soma (“body”). 

226 Cyril of Alexandria, Thesaurus XXXII (PG 75: 453b13-c3 Aubert). 

227 In Greek, kat allo kai allo. 

228 In Greek, thelein te kai energein. 

229 This sentence echoes Leo’s Tome to Flavian 4, cited in the previous paragraph. 

230 In Greek, syntrechonta, the same word used in the Chalcedonian Definition in the 
statement, “the distinctive feature of each nature being preserved and coming together 
into one person and one hypostasis.” 

231 In Greek, kainophonias, echoing the accusation made by the Roman delegation in the 
first session: see above, p. 562. 
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bishops or clerics, are strangers, the bishops to the episcopacy and the clerics 


to the clergy, and if they are monks or laypeople, they are anathematized.”*? 


Io. 


Il. 


[778] The Signatures 


. I, Theodore, the most humble presbyter of the holy church of Rome 


and proxy of the most blessed and ecumenical pope Agatho of the 
city of Rome, have signed. 


. I, George, the most humble presbyter of the holy church of Rome 


and proxy of the most blessed and ecumenical pope Agatho of the 
city of Rome, have signed. 


. I, John, the most humble deacon of the holy church of Rome and 


proxy of the most blessed and ecumenical pope Agatho of the city of 
Rome, have signed. 


. I, George, by God’s mercy the bishop of Constantinople, New 


Rome, have so defined and signed. 


. I, Peter, the presbyter and representative of the apostolic see of the 


megalopolis of the Alexandrians, have signed. 


. I, Theophanes, by God’s mercy bishop of the City of God or Anti- 


och, have so defined and signed.*33 


. I, George, the most humble presbyter and proxy of Theodore the 


most God-beloved representative of the apostolic see of Christ our 
God’s holy city of the Jerusalemites, have signed. 


. I, John, by God’s mercy the bishop of Thessalonica and vicar and 


legate of the apostolic see of Rome, have so defined and signed. 


. I, Theodore, by God’s mercy the bishop of the city of Trimithun on 


the island of Cyprus and proxy of the most holy archbishop Epiph- 
anius, have so defined and signed. 

I, Theodore, the most humble presbyter and proxy of the most 
blessed archbishop Theodore of the city of Ravenna, have signed. 

I, John, the unworthy bishop of the holy church of Portus and legate 
of the entire synod of the holy and apostolic church of the apostolic 
see of the city of Rome, have so decreed and signed.?# 


kK OK 


232 This is the final paragraph of the Chalcedonian Definition (ACO 2.1.2: 130, 
g-11 Schwartz), which echoes canon 7 of Ephesus I, translated in CEECW 3 
on p. 705. 
233 Theophanes was consecrated as bishop of Antioch after the deposition of Macarius. 
234 At this point the signatures of an additional 154 bishops are omitted from the 
translation. 
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[796] The signature of the most pious and Christ-loving emperor Con- 
stantine: 

We have read and we have agreed.35 

[798] The most pious emperor Constantine said, “Let the holy and 
ecumenical synod state whether the definition read out in your presence 
has been promulgated with the agreement of all the most sacred bishops.” 

The holy synod cried out, “We all believe thus!” “One faith!” “We all think 
the same!” “All of us agree with and embrace [this definition] and so we have 
signed!” “We all believe in an orthodox manner!” “This is the faith of the 
apostles!” “This is the faith of the fathers!” “This is the faith of the ortho- 
dox!” “Many years to the emperor!” “You have declared the completeness of 
the two natures of Christ our God!” “Preserve the splendor of peace, lord!” 
“Memory eternal to Constantine the new Marcian!”*3¢ “Memory eternal to 
Constantine the new Justinian!”?3” “You have driven away all the heretics!” 
“Preserve the one who deposed the heretics, lord!” “You have driven away 
those who divide and confuse!” “Let envy be far from your empire!” “May 
God preserve your might!” “May God bring peace to your empire!” “Your 
life is the life of the orthodox!” “Heavenly emperor, preserve what is earth- 
ly!” “The ecumenical church has achieved peace through you!” “Anathema 
to Nestorius and Eutyches and Dioscorus!” “Anathema to Apollinarius and 
Severus!” “Anathema to those who hold the same views!” “Anathema to 
‘Theodore of Pharan!” “Anathema to Sergius and Honorius!” “Anathema to 
Pyrrhus and Paul!” “Anathema to Cyrus and Peter!” “Anathema to Macarius 
and Stephen and Polychronius!” “Anathema to all heretics!” “Anathema to 
those who proclaimed and proclaim and are going to teach one will and one 
activity in the incarnate economy of Christ our true God!”?38 


235 The Greek acts record this signature twice, first in Latin, then in Greek. 

236 Emperor Marcian was responsible for the Council of Chalcedon in 451. 

237 Emperor Justinian was responsible for the second Council of Constantinople in 553. 

238 The remainder of the acts of the eighteenth session is omitted from the translation. 
After two short speeches by Constantine, each of which was responded to with 
numerous acclamations, a sermon summing up the work of the council was delivered in 
the presence of the emperor. 
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John of Damascus, On Composite Nature 
against the Leaderless 


Introduction and Translation by Scott Ables 


INTRODUCTION 


John of Damascus remains the most significant theologian of the eighth 
century for those churches of both East and West that accepted the Coun- 
cil of Chalcedon. Although the precise dates of his birth and death are 
unknown, his lifespan was roughly contemporaneous with the Umayyad 
caliphate (651-750). Unfortunately, very little is known about him, and 
what is put forth is complicated by over a dozen late fictional vitae. The 
most prominent for the tradition is the Life of our Holy Father, John Dama- 
scene. Nevertheless, some details of John’s life are consistent. John’s grand- 
father was commissioned by the Byzantine emperor Maurice (r. 582-602) 
to collect the taxes for the entire region of Syria; this commission was 
renewed under the emperor Heraclius (r. 610-641), after a brief period 
of Persian occupation (614-628). John’s family was somehow involved 
— accounts vary — in the surrender of Damascus to the Arabs (in 634). 
John’s father retained his position and is even reported to have been a 
very close friend of the caliph ‘Abd al-Malik (r. 685-705). John followed 
his father in the Arab administration. John was well educated and became 
a monk and a priest. He left the administration, and as a close friend of 
the patriarch of Jerusalem John V (ca. 705-735), he moved to Jerusalem 
to participate in the refounding of the patriarchate left vacant by Arab 
policy after the death of Sophronius.' John’s initial fame grew as an elo- 
quent preacher in Jerusalem. His hymns and sermons are all liturgical, his 
polemic and dogmatic works have been described as catechetical, and his 


1 Aselection from the Synodal Letter of Sophronius is translated in this volume on 
PP. 447-465. 
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polemic taught Chalcedonian monks persuasive rhetoric useful in theo- 
logical debate, all in the service of developing patriarchal policy in the 
strongly sectarian Jerusalem of the early eighth century. 

He was the last significant Chalcedonian theologian to write in Greek 
in Syro-Palestine before Arabic became predominant.’ John’s fame be- 
gan to spread outside Palestine with three impassioned orations in de- 
fense of the liturgical use of icons, which pitted him against the Byzantine 
iconoclasts and resulted in his condemnation at the iconoclast Council 
of Hiereia in 754. Nevertheless, even before the demise of iconoclasm, 
John’s works began to circulate in Constantinople and Rome, and John 
was soon known for his dogmatic works, especially the Fount of Know!- 
edge.}’ These dogmatic works so effectively summarized the early (Greek) 
church fathers that the Latin West used them as an epitome of these 
fathers, and their subsequent translation into Latin in the twelfth century 
and use by Peter Lombard, Thomas Aquinas, and others ensured a wide 
dissemination in the West. In fact, John’s pervasive influence in the West 
eventually resulted in Pope Leo XIII elevating him to a “Doctor of the 
Church” on August 9, 1890. 

On Composite Nature against the Leaderless (CPG 8051) is a short polem- 
ical work targeted at certain miaphysites. Miaphysites accepted the ecu- 
menical Councils of Nicaea (325), Constantinople I (381), and Ephesus 
(431), but rejected the Council of Chalcedon (451). When Peter Mongus 
the patriarch of Alexandria accepted the Henotikon of Zeno (482), a the- 
ological compromise meant to reunite Alexandria with Constantinople,+ 
hardline miaphysites broke communion with him, becoming the “leader- 
less.” They were strongest in Egypt but grew in influence in Syria when the 
miaphysite Severus of Antioch was patriarch (d. 538). 

John has two anti-miaphysite polemics. On Composite Nature against the 
Leaderless is the shorter of the two.’ His argument centers on the mia- 
physite concept of composite nature in nine sections. Sections 1 and g 
bookend John’s polemic, the first debunking composite natures as resulting 
in a tertium quid, citing the example of a mule resulting from a horse and 


2 Syriac, of course, remained the literary and liturgical language of those West and East 
Syrians who rejected the Council of Chalcedon. 

3 A tripartite work comprising the Dialectica (CPG 8041), De haeresibus (CPG 8044), and 
the Expositio fidei (CPG 8043), also known as On the Orthodox Faith. 

4 Translated in this volume on pp. 187-190. 

5 The other is Contra Jacobitas (CPG 8047). 
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a donkey but being neither, and the ninth contrasting John’s solution, the 
composite hypostasis, with the rejected composite nature. 

Section 2 asks: if Christ is one composite nature how can he be of the 
same substance with the simple nature of the Father? Section 3 addresses 
a key issue between those who accepted Chalcedon and those who did not 
by giving a Chalcedonian interpretation of Cyril of Alexandria’s phrase 
“one incarnate nature of God the Word,” a miaphysite slogan. Section 4 
denies that counting two natures in Christ necessitates division — a key 
plank in the miaphysite polemic reducing the Chalcedonian dyophysite 
position to Nestorianism. Sections 5 through 8 summarize John’s key 
philosophical-theological claims: nature is contemplated in hypostasis but 
cannot be equated with hypostasis, and is thus enhypostatic, so it can be 
said that in Christ divinity and humanity are enhypostatic. Section 7 dis- 
patches a common miaphysite analogy, that since there is one nature of 
humankind there is one nature of Christ. John notes that Christ is not a 
species, and thus it is more appropriate to say that as soul and body, two 
natures come together in the hypostasis of a person, so divinity and hu- 
manity come together in the composite hypostasis of Christ. Finally, sec- 
tion 8 prepares for the affirmation of composite hypostasis in section 9 by 
recapitulating the first section’s denial of composite nature and affirming 
that opposite substantial differences cannot inhere in a single nature; for 
example, it makes no sense to say, as the miaphysites do, “one nature of 
Christ,” and then deny that this entails in that one nature simultaneous 
suffering and not suffering. 

Dating John’s polemical works is problematic; however, they are gener- 
ally considered to be written prior to his mature dogmatic works. Accord- 
ingly, if John was in Jerusalem for the reestablishment of the patriarchate 
(ca. 705) it is possible that many of them, this one included, date from the 
first two decades of the eighth century. 

This translation of On Composite Nature against the Leaderless is based on 
the edition of P. Bonifatius Kotter in his Die Schriften des Johannes von Dam- 
askos IV. Liber de haeresibus. Opera polemica, PTS 22 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 


1981), 409-417. 
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TRANSLATION 
On Composite Nature against the Leaderless° 
By Our Holy Father John of Damascus 


1. One nature becomes composite out of different natures, whenever some- 
thing different than the natures being united has resulted from the natures 
which have been united. The result neither is nor is called, properly speak- 
ing, the one or the other, but something else. For example, a body is con- 
structed from the four elements — I mean fire, air, water, and earth — when 
the four are united and mixed together, and the resulting body neither is 
nor is called fire, air, water or earth, but from these something different 
[is constructed] beyond them. Likewise, a mule comes from a horse and a 
donkey, and it neither is nor is called a horse or a donkey but something 
different than these. Now our Lord Jesus Christ, who is from divinity and 
humanity as well as in divinity and humanity, both is and is called complete 
God and complete human being as well as wholly God and wholly human 
being, which is not found in the composite nature. For the body is not 
wholly fire, nor wholly air, [and] likewise neither [wholly] earth nor [whol- 
ly] water; neither is the mule wholly a horse, nor wholly a donkey, nor a 
complete horse, nor a complete donkey. But Christ, as I said, is complete 
God and complete human being as well as wholly God and wholly human 
being. Therefore, he is not one composite nature, but one hypostasis ac- 
knowledged in two natures and two natures in one composite hypostasis. 
2. So then, suppose we ask the sectarians:? When you say that Christ 
is from two natures, what kind of natures do you mean? Then they will 
say: Out of divinity and humanity. Then we should say: And when you say 
that Christ is in divinity and humanity, why do you not say that he is in 
two natures? For they can’t say that Christ is not in divinity and human- 
ity. Again, suppose we ask them: Does Christ have one composite nature 
or two? And they will say: One composite. Then we say: Are the simple 
and the composite same-in-substance? They can’t say that the simple and 
the composite are same-in-substance. Then we say: So then, if Christ has 
one composite nature out of divinity and humanity, then he is not same- 


6 In Greek akephaloi, literally “headless,” meaning “leaderless.” This may be related to 
earlier monks also termed akephaloi, who were a fifth-century Egyptian miaphysite 
sect that separated from their bishop, Peter Mongus, patriarch of Alexandria, when he 
accepted the Henotikon. 

In Greek, hairetikous. 


“I 
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in-substance with the Father. For the Father does not have a composite 
nature out of divinity and humanity, but a simple [nature]. But neither will 
[Christ] be same-in-substance with his mother. For his mother was not 
composed out of divinity and humanity. Now, when we say Christ is one 
hypostasis in two natures, in divinity and in humanity, we affirm that he is 
same-in-substance with the Father, according to the divinity, but according 
to the humanity he is same-in-substance with [his] mother, and neither 
when saying one hypostasis do we divide him, nor when confessing that 
two natures have been united do we confuse [them]. 

And again, we say this: If there is one nature of Christ’s divinity and his 
flesh, but one nature of the Father and Christ, then there will be one nature 
of the Father and the flesh. 

And again: In what respect do you confess the difference between the 
natures? For the smallest difference leads to two different things, whether 
natures, or hypostases, or one hypostasis that is altered and transformed 
with respect to the separable attribute. Thus, it is clear that with regard to 
Christ you do not speak of a difference between hypostases. But it is also 
clear that you do not speak about the separable attribute. For you do not 
say that he is sometimes immortal and that he is sometimes mortal, turning 
to mortality from immortality, just as we turn from sickness to health. So, 
inasmuch as you also confess the difference between the natures, it is left 
to you to speak of it, and in confessing the difference between the natures, 
first confess the natures to which the difference belongs. For where there 
are no substances, neither will there be substantial differences. Now about 
Christ, if there is one nature just as there is one hypostasis, why, when you 
speak of a difference between natures, do you not also speak of a difference 
between hypostases with regard to him? When you say that Christ is out 
of two natures, why not also assert that he is also out of two hypostases? 

If Christ has one composite nature, he is not same-in-substance with the 
Father. For the Father has a simple nature. The simple and the composite 
are not same-in-substance. 

If Christ is same-in-substance with the Father and same-in-substance with 
us according to the same substance, we and the Father will be of one substance. 

If Christ is same-in-substance with and of the same nature as the Father, 
who has a simple nature, but Christ has a composite nature, [then] he will 
have two natures, one simple and one composite. 

If in your view nature and hypostasis are the same thing, then either, be- 
cause there are three [really] existing hypostases of the holy divinity, there 
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will also be three natures of it, or, because there is one [really] existing 
nature, there will be one hypostasis too. 

If you affirm that there is one nature that is common and another [nature] 
which is observed in the individual (you also call this [nature] “particular”),* 
you will be forced to confess that not only Christ, but also the Father and 
the Holy Spirit, have two natures, one common and one composite. 

If the divinity is uncreated and without beginning, and the humanity is 
created and has a beginning, how will that without beginning and that with 
a beginning have one nature? 

3. When they cite against us the statement of the holy Athanasius and 
the most holy Cyril, which says, “one incarnate nature of God the Word,” 
we assert that this is equivalent to the explicit utterance of the holy Grego- 
ry the Theologian: “one of which deified, the other of which was deified.”® 
For just as a thing that is set on fire shows no change from what is set on 
fire, but rather union with the fire, likewise deification indicates union with 
divinity and incarnation union with flesh. Therefore, we acknowledge one 
incarnate (that is, united with flesh) nature of God the Word (that is, of his 
divinity), and one deified (that is, united with divinity) nature of the flesh of 
the Word. As a result, there are two natures united with one another. For if 
he had said, “one nature of God the incarnate Word,”"° then indisputably 
he would have indicated that both together are one nature. But when he 
said, “one nature of the Word,” and added the term “incarnate,”" by say- 
ing “incarnate” he indicated the substance of the flesh, just as he interprets 
himself in his letter to Succensus: 


For if when we said, “one nature of God the Word,” we had stopped 
there, not adding the word “incarnate,” then perhaps there would 
somehow be a plausible reason for them to feel justified in asking, 
“Tf the whole is one nature, where is the perfection in humanity?” 


8 John may be alluding to the view of John Philoponus, who was a sixth-century 
Alexandrian philosopher of the miaphysite party with whom John takes issue elsewhere. 

9 John’s precise source is not clear, but see Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 38.13, 26-27 
(SChr 358: 134 Moreschini). 

10 John is pointing out that in Cyril’s statement the adjectival perfect participle “incarnate” 
(in Greek, sesarkomenen) is grammatically a feminine accusative and not a masculine 
genitive (sesarkomenou) and thus modifies the word “nature” and not “God the Word.” 
This indicates that the divine nature is joined with the human nature, becoming a united 
thing composed of both; thus, the argument turns on the inflexion of the participles. 

11 Literally, “added ‘incarnate’ (sesarkomenen).” As the term sesarkomenen clearly modifies 
physis (“nature”), the translation attempts to capture the sense of John’s statement in a 
way that accords with the English translation of the phrase. 
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But since the indication of the flesh has been added by the “incar- 
nate,” let them stop supporting themselves with this staff made 
out of a reed.” 


See how clearly he has denied “one nature” to speak of the whole - that is, 
of both together! And by “incarnate” he affirms the indication of the flesh. 
Thus, we have “the one nature of God the Word,” and by “incarnate” we 
have the flesh. Now the flesh is not without substance. Therefore, the na- 
ture of the Word and the subsistent flesh will be two substances. 

4. Why do you confess with regard to Christ the nature of the divinity 
and the nature of the flesh, and speak of one thing and another, but do not 
say two natures? “There they were in great fear, where there was no fear!”"3 
And they say: Number is the beginning of division, and to avoid division 
we deny that Christ has two natures. Against them we say: Every number is 
indicative of the quantity of the things counted, not of their relationship."4 
For when speaking of three human beings we are not signifying that three 
natures have divided, and when saying three hypostases with regard to the 
divinity we are not confessing that these have divided. Accordingly, then, 
when affirming two natures in Christ and indicating their number, we do 
not admit their division. For instance, with the holy Trinity the three hy- 
postases are at the same time undividedly and unconfusedly united — “undi- 
videdly,” on the one hand, because of both the oneness of their nature and 
their unconfused interpenetration in one another, and on the other hand, 
“unconfusedly,” because of their hypostatic difference or their manner of 
existence (I mean [as] the unbegotten, the begotten, and the proceeding) — 
and the number of the hypostases does not lead to division. Likewise, in 
the case of the incarnation of God the Word, the two natures have been 
at the same time undividedly and unconfusedly united — “undividedly,” on 
the one hand, because of both the oneness of the hypostasis and the un- 
confused interpenetration of the natures in one another,” and on the other 
hand, “unconfusedly,” because of their substantial difference (I mean [as] 


12 Cyril of Alexandria, Second Letter to Succensus 4 (ACO 1.1.6: 160, 19-24 Schwartz), 
translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 740-746. John has modified his source. For “staff made 
out of a reed” see Isa 36:6. This may be an idiom for a weak argument. 

13 Ps 52(53):6. 

14 See Theodore of Raithu, De sectis 1241 D 2-8 = ps.-Leontius of Byzantium, De sectis (PG 
86: 1193 Galland). 

15 In Greek, tén en allelais asynchyton perichoresin. 

16 In Greek, tén en allelais ton physeon asynchyton perichoresin. 
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the created and the uncreated, the mortal and the immortal, the circum- 
scribed and the uncircumscribed, and things like these) — and the number 
of the natures does not lead to division. 

5. Since they speak so unreliably, they seem at a loss to us: If there is nei- 
ther a substance without a hypostasis nor a nature without a person, when 
you say two substances and natures with regard to Christ, you will be com- 
pelled to say two hypostases and two persons. In response to this, we affirm 
that there is neither a substance without a hypostasis nor a nature without 
a person — for the substance and the nature are observed in the hypostases 
and the persons — but by no means is the substance a hypostasis nor is the 
nature a person. For if the substance is a hypostasis and the nature a person, 
then with regard to the holy Divinity it would be necessary either, when 
speaking of one substance and one nature, to confess one hypostasis and one 
person, or, when confessing three hypostases and three persons, to confess 
the three corresponding substances and three corresponding natures, and 
likewise with regard to humanity, [it would be necessary] either to confess 
one nature and one hypostasis or to say there are innumerable substances 
just as there are hypostases, but also, when saying that Christ is out of two 
natures, to confess that he is out of two hypostases. 

6. We affirm, therefore, that the substance is observed in the hypostasis 
and for that reason it is enhypostatic but it is not a hypostasis. Accordingly, 
that which is enhypostatic is not necessarily called a hypostasis. For both 
“hypostasis” and “enhypostatic” are said ambiguously. For “hypostasis” 
sometimes simply indicates existence, insofar as its meaning does not simply 
signify substance but also its attribute, but sometimes it indicates the indi- 
vidual or the person, which in itself may be called a hypostasis, which may 
indicate Peter, Paul, this horse, and things like these. But “enhypostatic” 
sometimes indicates the substance as when it is observed in the hypostasis 
and is self-existent, but sometimes it indicates each of the things that come 
together into the composition of one hypostasis, as holds with soul and body. 
Accordingly, both the divinity and the humanity of Christ are enhypostatic. 
For each has in common his one composite hypostasis: the divinity, before 
time and eternally, but the ensouled and intellectual flesh was assumed by it 
in the last days, has existence in it, and has it as its hypostasis. 

7. Moreover, they say: The holy fathers used the example of the human 
being with regard to the mystery according to Christ: there is one nature 
of human beings; thus there will also be one nature of Christ. Accordingly, 
let them listen: The name of the nature is assigned with respect to the 
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species. So then, all human beings are said to be of one nature, since they 
are assigned under one species, that of humanity. But the human being 
is not of one nature, since it is from soul and body. For the incorporeal 
and invisible soul is not same-in-substance with the visible body. Thus, 
whenever a human being is compared to a human being, they are said to 
be same-in-substance, because they belong under one species, and because 
every one of them has been composed out of soul and body, and because 
every one of them has two natures. But whenever a scientific account of the 
human being is given, two natures (I mean soul and body) are observed in 
it, having been constructed into one hypostasis. For in the comparison of 
soul to body, who is so mindless as to say that there is one nature of both 
together? But with regard to Christ there is no species. For there are not 
many christs who have been constructed out of divinity and humanity, in 
such a way that all assigned under the same species might be said to be of 
one nature, but there is one Christ who is acknowledged to be from two 
natures and in two natures. For Gregory the Theologian says, “The na- 
tures are two, God and human, since there is both soul and body. But there 
are not two sons.”"7 

8. Moreover, how will one and the same nature have opposites as sub- 
stantial differences? For if a particular substance cannot simultaneously 
receive [opposite] non-substantial differences, how would it receive [oppo- 
site] substantial [differences]? For it is clear that it is utterly impossible for 
opposing substantial differences to be found in the same substance. For the 
same substance cannot be rational and irrational or created and uncreated. 

Moreover, the constituents (the substantial differences) constitute the 
substances. For this reason they are called “substantial” and “constituent” 
and they subsist in the substances. Thus, whenever with regard to Christ 
you confess the constituents, the substantial differences, it is also necessary 
to confess his substances — for to what else will they belong? And if they do 
not constitute the substances, they will be superfluous. 

Moreover, when you say that there is one nature of the divinity and 
humanity of Christ, tell us, in which nature has Christ suffered? In the 
composite, clearly, you will say. For when you say, “one,” you will necessar- 
ily attribute to it the suffering as well, and according to you both the divin- 
ity and the humanity of Christ will be passible. Moreover, if there is one 


17 Gregory of Nazianzus, Letter 101 to Cledonius 19 (SChr 207: 44 Gallay), translated in 
CEECW 3 on pp. 388-398. 
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composite nature of Christ, either it will be only passible, or it will be only 
impassible, or it will be passible-impassible and be simultaneously passible 
and impassible, or it will change and sometimes be passible and sometimes 
impassible, or part of it will be passible and part of it impassible. Which of 
these impieties, then, do you want? Choose! For if only passible, Christ is 
not God. But if only impassible, Christ is not human. But if sometimes pas- 
sible and at others impassible, he will be neither passible by nature nor im- 
passible by nature, but rather contingently."® For what is innate by nature 
does not change. And if part of it’? is passible and part of it is impassible, 
and each is by nature, then whatever each is, they will not be the parts of 
the same nature. Thus, Christ will be of two natures, as he is not a nature 
but a hypostasis. For the same nature is incapable of being both passible 
and impassible at the same time. For one and the same substance cannot 
receive opposite substantial differences at the same time. 

9. Moreover, tell us this: Does Christ have a divine nature? Surely you 
will say, “Yes.” And does he also have a human nature? You will agree with 
this too — that is, unless you want to utter barefaced impiety. So then, are 
his divine nature and human nature one nature or two? So, if you should 
say “one,” the Father will be same-in-substance with us. But if “two” and 
not “one,” why will you not, I say, cast delusion far away along with its 
father, the devil, and confess with us one Christ, one Son, one Lord, one 
hypostasis out of two natures, and two natures, and in two natures after the 
union? For if you never confess that Christ has two natures, why do you 
pointlessly say that he has one nature after the union? And if you claim 
that he has two natures before the union but confess that he has one nature 
after the union, you openly resist the truth. For before the union, or rather 
before the divine incarnation, he had one simple nature, or rather he was 
one complete hypostasis of the divine nature, and he was neither Christ 
nor was he called Christ, unless by prophetic word future things were an- 
nounced beforehand. Accordingly, with regard to Christ you will either 
completely destroy the two natures or say that Christ was twofold in nature 
before his incarnation from the Virgin, since you refuse to give him his two 
properly existing natures after the union. 


18 In Greek, kata symbebekos, literally, “according to a [non-substantial] attribute.” 
19 That is, part of Christ’s purported single composite nature: see the beginning of the 
paragraph. 
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As for us, we do not think in this way, nor is this the portion of Jacob.’° 
Instead, standing within the boundaries of piety, we affirm one compos- 
ite hypostasis out of both divinity and humanity. For this hypostasis of 
God the Word before the ages, having tabernacled in the womb of the 
holy Ever-Virgin, caused to subsist in itself rational, ensouled flesh; this 
hypostasis had commerce with the ensouled and rational flesh, and from 
complete divinity and complete humanity [this hypostasis] has become one 
Christ. The same one is one Son of God and of Man; the same one is one 
Lord, complete God and complete human being, wholly God and wholly 
human being, his natures having been united to each other unconfusedly, 
unchangeably, and undividedly. “Unconfusedly,” because each nature pre- 
serves its own difference: the divinity is uncreated, the humanity creat- 
ed; the divinity impassible, the humanity passible; and things like these. 
“Unchangeably,” because each nature has remained unchanged, not hav- 
ing turned into the other; nor is there talk of “one composite nature,” but 
there are two natures that exist and endure forever. “Undividedly,” because 
they have united with one another hypostatically and have one hypostasis, 
which before the ages was incorporeal and simple, but which in the last 
days has become unchangeably embodied from the holy Ever-Virgin. For 
he exists with respect to this and that, incorporeal because of the divinity 
without a beginning and embodied because of the flesh, which has a begin- 
ning or was appropriated. And this is the Son and Word of God before the 
ages, who himself is both incorporeal as God and embodied as he became 
a human being in the last days. Accordingly, the natures have been united 
and interpenetrate in one hypostasis.*! 


20 See Jer 10:16. 
21 In Greek, hendntai toinun hai physeis kath’ hypostasin mian kai perichorousin. 
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the Nestorians 


Introduction and Translation by Scott Ables 


INTRODUCTION 


John of Damascus wrote two polemical works against the East Syrians, 
whom he differentiated from the West Syrians as “Nestorian.” The West 
Syrians, who rejected the Council of Chalcedon (451), conflated John’s 
pro-Chalcedonian position with that of the East Syrians, and thus referred 
to both those condemned at the Council of Ephesus (431) and those who 
accepted Chalcedon as “Nestorian.” John’s argument here is primarily fo- 
cused on contradicting the East Syrians, but he seems also to be differen- 
tiating his party from theirs, having the more prevalent and powerful West 
Syrians in view. The argument of the longer of these two polemics, Against 
the Nestorians (CPG 8053), is centered on scripture and patristic authority; 
whereas that of the shorter, On the Fuith against the Nestorians (CPG 8054), 
is more theological, although it does employ scripture (in certain sections) 
to a greater extent than his On Composite Nature against the Leaderless (CPG 
8051).? The date of these two works is not known with precision, nor is 
one clearly earlier than the other; however, recent scholars have noted that 
arguments based mostly on scripture and patristic authority are probably 
earlier than those based on philosophical-theological argument because 
these seem to presume the Dialectica (CPG 8041), John’s abridgment of Ar- 
istotle’s logic. It is this second, shorter, and more philosophical-theological 
work (CPG 8054), thus possibly the later of the two, that is presented here. 

John presents the treatise in fifty-four sections. Addressing the Ne- 
storian East Syrians, John drops any reference to their nemesis, Cyril of 


t Fora fuller introduction to John of Damascus see the introduction to his On Composite 
Nature against the Leaderless in this volume on pp. 617-619. 
2 Translated in this volume on pp. 617-627. 
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Alexandria; but his favorite patristic authority remains prominent, named 
twice: Gregory of Nazianzus. John rehearses anti-Nestorian arguments 
from the Council of Ephesus, but also addresses more recent concerns 
regarding monothelitism and monoenergism.} Further, although he still 
depends on scriptural citation, he shows here increasing use of logic in his 
argument, including syllogism, definition, equivocation, and synecdoche. 
This translation of On the Faith against the Nestorians is based on the edi- 
tion of P. Bonifatius Kotter in his Die Schriften des Fohannes von Damaskos 
IV. Liber de haeresibus. Opera polemica, PTS 22 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1981), 


238-254. 


TRANSLATION 


A Treatise on the Faith against the Nestorians by our Father 
among the Saints John of Damascus 


1. It was fitting for us, who have been saved through his only-begotten Son 
whom he gave for our salvation,+ to believe, in accordance with the word 
of the Lord, in Father, Son, and Holy Spirit,’ one God and one substance 
of divinity in three hypostases, and that the Word of God became flesh 
unchangeably for our salvation and dwelled among us,° being persuaded 
by the holy gospels. But since the sower of weeds’ has taken hold of weap- 
ons worthy of him to stir up the people of God and thrown them into 
confusion, God’s Holy Spirit has raised up defenders of the truth, both 
shepherds and teachers, who hold fast to the word of life® as lights in the 
world, and through them he has led us upon the royal road.'? They taught 
us to walk the middle way, not turning aside, neither toward what seems 
good on the right, nor toward those obvious ills known on the left. If we 
follow them with all our might we shall not go astray. 

2. Accordingly, we believe in Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, a same-in-sub- 
stance ‘Trinity, one divinity in three hypostases or persons, which is vener- 
ated and worshiped by all creation," and that he who is the only-begotten 


3 P. Bonifatius Kotter, Die Schriften des Johannes von Damaskos IV. Liber de haeresibus. Opera 
polemica, PTS 22 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1981), 234. 
4 See Matt 20:28. 5 See Matt 28:19. 6 See John 1:14. 7 See Matt 13:25. 
8 See Phil 2:16. 9 See Eph 4:11 and Phil 2:15. 10 See Num 20:17. 
11 John’s distinction between “veneration” (proskynesis) and “worship” (/atreia) here may be 
significant for the dating of this relative to his three orations against the Iconoclasts. 
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Son and Word of God, who was begotten before all the ages from the Fa- 
ther, by the good pleasure of the Father became flesh unchangeably from 
the Holy Spirit and the Virgin Mary, without either the divinity turning into 
the nature of flesh (for the divinity is unchangeable and immutable) or the 
flesh transforming into the nature of divinity. For the divine does not admit 
of any addition. 

3. Therefore, we confess with regard to our Lord Jesus Christ, one of 
the holy Trinity, two natures, each complete according to its own limit and 
measure, lest we introduce change or confusion, and one hypostasis, so that 
we do not introduce a duality of sons and a fourth person to the Trinity. For 
it is the nature that makes a different something, but it is the hypostasis and 
person that delimits a different someone. For if we proclaim three persons 
when we say three hypostases with regard to the holy Trinity, it is also ne- 
cessary to confess two persons when confessing two hypostases with regard 
to our Lord Jesus Christ. 

4. Thus, nature, substance, and form indicate the species, that is, what is 
common, such as divinity or humanity, but hypostasis and person [indicate] 
the particular and that which subsists in itself, such as this one or that one; 
with regard to the Divinity, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit; with regard to 
humanity, Peter, Paul, and John. 

5. It is impossible for a nature plus a nature to be one nature with regard 
to Christ. Likewise, it is impossible for a hypostasis plus a hypostasis to be 
one hypostasis. But if it were possible for a hypostasis plus a hypostasis to 
be one hypostasis, and for a person plus a person to be one person, then it 
would be possible for a nature plus a nature to be one nature with regard 
to Christ. 

6. There is no hypostasis without a substance, but it is not necessary 
for each hypostasis to have its own substance. Likewise, there is no nature 
without a hypostasis, but it is not necessary when [natures] are being united 
that each nature in turn have its own hypostasis. 

7. With regard to the holy Trinity, when we say three hypostases, we are 
not forced to grant each hypostasis its own nature, but instead the three 
have one common substance and nature of divinity, and each one of them 
is not without substance, nor does each have its own substance. Likewise, 
with regard to Christ, when we say two natures, we are not forced to grant 
each nature its own hypostasis, but instead the two natures have one com- 
mon hypostasis of sonship, namely, that of the Son of God. For this hy- 
postasis is Son of God according to the divinity and Son of the Virgin 
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according to the humanity, and each one of the natures is not without hy- 
postasis nor does each have its own hypostasis. And just as in the former 
case we affirm that the three hypostases are one nature, so too in the latter 
case we say the two natures are one hypostasis. 

8. Question: Is there a hypostasis without substance? You will say, Cer- 
tainly not! So then give each hypostasis of the holy Trinity its own sub- 
stance. But you don’t do this. Now if you say, The three hypostases have 
the same nature, I myself will say, If there is no nature without hypostasis, 
the two natures of Christ have the same hypostasis. 

9. Question: If there is no hypostasis without a person, and there are two 
hypostases in Christ, is it also necessary to admit two persons? 

10. Peter is one hypostasis but two natures, soul and body. According to 
one nature he thinks, that is, according to the substance of the soul, and 
according to the other he is wounded, that is, according to the [substance] 
of the body. But it is the one Peter and the one hypostasis that does the one 
and suffers the other. His soul is not wounded even if Peter is wounded, 
and his body does not think even if Peter thinks; rather, Peter thinks inso- 
far as he has a soul, and he is wounded insofar as he has a body. Likewise, 
Christ is one hypostasis and has two natures, of divinity and of becoming 
flesh."* According to his divinity he did miracles, but according to his hu- 
manity he suffered. His divinity did not suffer and his body did not work 
miracles, but the one Christ, the one hypostasis, the one person did [some] 
things as God and suffered other things as a human being. Furthermore, 
with regard to Peter the soul imparts to the body life, sense-perception, 
and motion, and the body receives these, but there is one hypostasis of the 
giver and receiver. Likewise, with regard to Christ the divinity gives and 
the humanity receives, but there is one hypostasis of the divinity that gives 
and the humanity that receives. 

11. Consequently, if the Son of the Virgin became Son of God by grace, 
there would be two sonships, one by nature and another by grace, and not 
one son, but two. For a son by nature and a son by grace would be called 
brothers, and would never be called one son, inasmuch as all of us who by 
grace are adopted as sons by God through baptism would be one son along 
with the one who is Son of God by nature and one person. 


12 Here John uses the Greek term sarkoseds “incarnation, becoming flesh”) instead of the 
expected sarx (“flesh”). 
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12. As for us, we deny that the Son of the Virgin became Son of God or 
that the hypostasis of the human being became God, but [we affirm] that 
the Son of God became Son of the Virgin and the hypostasis of the Son of 
God was reckoned a human being. 

13. [he term “God” and the term “human being,” like “soul” and “body,” 
do not characterize a hypostasis but a nature. Even if it was said in reference 
to a hypostasis, it would not indicate the definition of the hypostasis, but 
of what kind of nature a hypostasis is. “God the Father” — the “God” does 
not indicate the distinctive property of the hypostasis, but of what kind of 
nature it is, and the “Father” is the distinctive property of the hypostasis. 
“The human being Peter” — the “human being” indicates what kind of na- 
ture he happens to be, and the “Peter” properly indicates the hypostasis. 

14. The hypostasis is contemplated in the nature and the nature in the 
hypostasis, and by this token we affirm two natures in Christ, divinity and 
humanity, and Christ in two natures, in divinity and in humanity. For the 
whole is in the parts and the parts are in the whole. 

15. Soul and body are parts of Peter, and divinity and humanity are parts 
of Christ. 

16. Sometimes it is the custom in scripture to name the whole from both 
the parts, as when the Lord says, “Rather fear the one who can destroy 
both body and soul in hell.”"3 See how it is from both that he names the 
whole, that is, the human being. And [there is also naming] from one of the 
parts, as when David says, “Let all flesh bless his holy name”’ in order to 
say, “Every human being” (for flesh without soul does not bless God), and, 
“Jacob went down into Egypt with seventy souls,”'5 and, “His soul was laid 
in irons”'® (for a soul is not put in chains apart from a body). 

17. Thus, sometimes the scripture speaks of Christ as God, sometimes as 
a human being, and sometimes as both God and a human being. And some- 
times it emphasizes his divinity, sometimes his humanity, and sometimes 
both together. Therefore, it is necessary to attribute the lofty things to his 
divinity, the lowly things to his humanity, and yet both the former and the 
latter to the one hypostasis. 

18. Saying “complete God” and “complete human being” indicates the 
completeness of the natures; it does not specify the hypostases.'7 The “God” 


13 Matt 10:28. 14 Ps 144(145):21. 

15 Acts 7:14-15. Note that John’s version diverges from the standard text, which has 
“seventy five” in place of “seventy.” 

16 Ps 104(105):18. 17 The language here is from the Chalcedonian Definition. 
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is indicative of nature; likewise, the “human being.” We know the Son and 
Word of God, that his hypostasis is complete and that he is non-temporal, 
invisible, incomprehensible, intangible, uncircumscribable, impassible, and 
neither passion nor pride can touch him. It is in view of this fact that his 
hypostasis is complete, that beside the Father there is another. For the Fa- 
ther is one and the Son is another, and the Holy Spirit another, which is to 
say, there is this and that hypostasis, as Gregory the Theologian says, “In 


that case, it’s ‘one and another’™® 


so that we do not confuse the hypostases, 
and not ‘one thing and another’? — for the three are one and the same 
with respect to their divinity,”*° that is, in nature. For divinity is the name 
of a nature and not of a hypostasis. Existence before the ages, invisibility, 
incomprehensibility, intangibility, uncircumscribability, impassibility, crea- 
tive power, the divine and almighty will, and omnipotent activity: to have 
all these things does not belong to a hypostasis but to a nature. For they 
are observed equally in the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. And that which is 
observed equally in every same-in-substance hypostasis belongs to the na- 
ture, <but> that which separates [one] hypostasis from [another] hypostasis 
that is same-in-substance belongs <to the hypostasis>, such as the unbe- 
gottenness of the Father, the begottenness of the Son, and the procession 
of the Holy Spirit. 

19. Again, we know that the flesh of the Lord has temporal existence, 
that it was brought out of non-being into being, and that it has shape, size, 
form, members, circumscription, tangibility, human life, motion, percep- 
tion, locomotion, human will, human activity, hunger, thirst, sleep, reason- 
ing, misery, and agony, and that it was slapped, spat on, succored by angels, 
suffered, died, and all things that are human. But all these things belong to 
the nature and not to the hypostasis. For all these things are observed in 
each hypostasis. After all, to have a nose does not indicate a hypostasis, but 
rather it is having a snub nose or a hook nose that distinguishes hypostases 
that are same-in-substance. For having a nose exists in all human beings 
naturally but having a snub nose or a hook nose determines a hypostasis 
and person. So then, human things are not elevated into divine things, and 
the divine are not reduced to the human, even if the flesh participates in 
the divine. For the divinity is disposed to impart, not to partake; it gives of 


18 In Greek, allos kai allos. 19 In Greek, allo de kai allo. 
20 Gregory of Nazianzus, Letter 101 to Cledonius 21 (SChr 207: 44-46 Gallay), translated in 
CEECW 3 on pp. 388-398. 
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its own things, but cannot receive the things of the flesh. So, neither divine 
nor human things mark off a hypostasis, but signify one or another nature. 

20. Again, we know that the flesh of the Lord never existed on its own, 
that it had no origin or cause of existence except the Son and Word of God, 
and that that holy body or that unsullied soul was not anyone else’s except 
the Son of God’s. The things of the flesh in their entirety are his and are 
said to be his, not his divine nature’s; rather, since the flesh is his and not 
someone else’s, all things of his flesh are his and are said to be his. Because 
of this, we say one hypostasis of the Word and the flesh, not two, because 
there is not one and another, but one.*! For if there are two hypostases, 
there is one and another.”* For the hypostasis makes so-and-so someone.’3 
And if there is one and another, there is no longer one son, but two. 

21. Thus, Christ is one and not two. For the flesh was caused to subsist, 
and it is impossible for it not to subsist, but it did not come to subsist on 
its own, nor did it become anyone’s except the Word of God’s. For being 
caused to subsist does not make this or that hypostasis, but each and every 
one in itself is a single entity caused to subsist separately and independently 
and to become a certain someone having its own person. 

22. We do not say that the flesh of the Lord has no hypostasis or person 
(for it is impossible not to have one), but instead we say that it has no hy- 
postasis or person other than the Word of God. For whoever’s is the soul 
and the body, theirs is the hypostasis and person. Thus, if that flesh became 
someone else’s and not the Word of God’s, how is he one Son? We have 
sketched out that a hypostasis makes so-and-so, such as Peter or Paul, and 
that Peter and Paul are not one son, and Peter is not Paul and Paul is not 
Peter. So then, if we said two hypostases, one of the Son of God and anoth- 
er of the Son of the Virgin like us, then the Son of God is not the Son of 
the Virgin and the Son of the Virgin is not the Son of God except by grace 
as we are. And it is impossible for the son by nature and the son by grace to 
be one son. For when there is a son and a son, they are said to be brothers 
if they are sons of the same father or the same mother, but by no means are 
both one son. Indeed, since we have been made sons of God by grace, we 


21 In Greek, owk allos kai allos, all’ heis. In other words, in Christ there is not someone and 
a different someone (two individuals), but just one individual. John is appropriating 
the Trinitarian expressions employed by Gregory of Nazianzus in the passage cited in 
section 18 above in a Christological context. 

22 In Greek, allos kai allos. 23 In Greek, allon poiei ton deina. 

24 In Greek, ouketi heis alla dyo huioi. 
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ourselves would be one son with the Son of God, and things in heaven, on 
earth, and under the earth would have to worship us.*5 But these things are 
not so. When there is a son and a son, there are many sons, says the Apos- 
tle: “For it was fitting that he, for whom all things exist and through whom 


92 


all things exist, when he brings many sons to glory ... ”*° See how the sons 
by grace are many and not one. 

23. We do not say that the Word turned into and became flesh, but that 
the Word himself dwelled in the womb of the Virgin like a divine seed, that 
he assumed from the Virgin her chaste blood, and that he caused to subsist 
in himself a flesh that was animated with a soul both rational and intellec- 
tual. And [we say] that [this] flesh truly existed and subsisted, not according 
to itself, but in God the Word. It had no seed or anything else as its hypos- 
tasis, except God alone. For the hypostasis of every fetus is a seed, but God 
the Word is the hypostasis of this flesh. And all flesh becomes someone’s, 
but this flesh is not anyone’s except God the Word’s. On account of this, 
there is one hypostasis. The sense in which we understand, “The Word 
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became flesh,”?? “he became incarnate,” and “he became human,”?* is not 
that he changed (for the divine is unchangeable and unalterable), nor is it 
that the flesh was turned into divinity (for each remained in the perfect 
definition of its own nature), but it is that that holy flesh had no beginning 
or cause of existence except the Son and Word of God himself, that it did 
not become any other’s except his, and that it subsists in him and in him 
has come to pass the union of natures, of the divinity and the humanity, 
without confusion, change of any sort, or alteration. 

24. In regard to the sense in which suffering is attributed to the Word,’? 
we do not say that the Word was spat upon or suffered in his divine nature, 
but, since he himself became a hypostasis with flesh, and the flesh is his and 
not another’s, and he is not one and another,?° but rather one and the same 
is Son and Christ and Lord, [we say] that the sufferings of the flesh are 
referred to him. For they are his and not another’s. 

25. My soul is mine and not another’s and my body is mine and not 
another’s, and the things of my soul and the things of my body are wholly 


25 See Phil 2:10. 26 Heb 2:10. 27 John 1:14. 

28 Both “he became incarnate” and “he became human” are found in the Nicene Creed. 

29 Although the editor without explanation sets off this first part as a subtitle, the previous 
editor and the single manuscript witness do not, nor is it necessary to make sense of it, so 
this translation does not set it off. 

30 In Greek, allos kai allos. 
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mine and they are not another’s. But the things of my soul are not [those] 
of my body, and the things of my body are not [those] of my soul. Rather, 
being cut and bleeding belong to the body and not to the soul, and reason- 
ing and being pious belong to the soul and not to the body, and yet both 
the former and latter are mine, since it is I who reason in the soul and it 
is I who am cut in the body. Likewise, God the Word suffers in the flesh 
and works miracles in the divinity, and the divinity does not suffer and the 
nature of the flesh does not work miracles, even though the divine activity 
was being displayed through human activity. 

26. So then, it is impossible to speak or think about God, except what he 
himself has revealed to us in scripture, and it is impossible to say to God, 
“Why have you done this?”}' “For all things whatsoever the Lord willed, 
he did.”3* And one ought not from a human perspective say, “How is this 
possible?” “Let God be true, but every human a liar.”33 Then tell me: On 
what basis do we know that God has made all things? How has the Father 
begotten the Son? Or how is the Holy Spirit not begotten but proceeds? 
Or how is it that “the Word became flesh?”3+ That the Son was begot- 
ten, that the Spirit proceeds, we received from scripture — so also that “the 
Word became flesh.” But no one knows how, except the Father who has 
begotten, and the Son who was begotten, the Word who became flesh, and 
the Holy Spirit who proceeds. 

27. What is the strange “mystery that has been hidden throughout the 
generations,”35 which neither “the wise”>* nor “the rulers of this age un- 
derstood,”3? except “the message of the cross,”3* the “foolishness of our 
preaching”? that God has become a human being and was crucified? Af- 
ter all, Abraham was “the friend of God”#? and he died; Moses was the 
lawgiver and he died; Isaiah was a prophet and he was sawn [in two];# 
Jeremiah was sanctified from his mother’s womb and was thrown into 
a muddy cistern,# and he died; and John was filled with the Holy Spirit 
from his mother’s womb,* and he was beheaded, but none of these things 
was considered foolishness — only the message of the cross was, that God 
became a human being and the Lord of glory was crucified.*5 In the eyes 


31 Rom 9:20. 32 Ps 134(135):6. 33 Rom 3:4. 34 John 1:14. 

35 Col 1:26. 36 See Mark 11:27. 37 See x Cor 2:8. 38 1 Cor 1:18. 

39 1 Cor 1:18. 40 Jas 2:23. 

41 See Heb 11:37, a tradition that is also recorded in the pseudepigraphal Ascension of Isaiah 
11.41, translated in CEECW 3 on pp. 3-15. 

42 See Jer 1:5. 43 See Jer 38:1-11. 44 See Luke 1:15. 45 See 1 Cor 2:7-8. 
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of human beings it is unbelievable, foolish, and impossible that God was 
seen and spat on. These things for believers are “the power of God”#* be- 
cause all things, whatsoever he wills,#” he can do. This is the strange and 
inexpressible mystery. For if they had known that the Son of the Virgin 
was God and “the Lord of glory,”4* they “would not have crucified him.”#9 
Thus, the one who is invisible is seen and the one who is impassible suffers 
and remains no less impassible. For he suffers in the nature of his flesh but 
remains impassible in his divinity. For the divine is impassible, even if it is 
united hypostatically with the body that suffers. Accordingly it is necessary 
to defend the harmony of scripture: 


¢ that “the Word became flesh and dwelled among us,”5° 

e that he is “the son of David”! as well as David’s lord,5* and “son of 
Abraham,”53 

e that he assumed flesh and “took hold of the seed of Abraham,”5+ but 
was before Abraham,55 

¢ that “he is a human being, and who shall know him?”s¢ 

¢ that he isa man who came after John but he was before John,%” 

¢ that his flesh5* is “the bread of life”s® that “comes down from heav- 
en, 

¢ that “no one has ascended into heaven except the one who descended 
from heaven,”® the second Adam,® the Lord out of heaven,® 

e that “the Son of Man,’ who is the nature which heard, “You are 
dust and to dust you shall return,”® sits upon the throne® and is wor- 
shiped by all creation,” and the Trinity has received no addition. All 
are cursed who have trusted in a human being.® 


28. How is it possible to harmonize these things unless the Son and Word 
of God and God has become by nature Son of the Virgin, a human being, 
two natures and one hypostasis; the same one is before the ages,’ before 
Abraham,” before John,’' and David’s lord,” invisible, impassible, and 


46 1 Cor 1:18. 47 See Ps 134(135):6. 48 See 1 Cor 2:8. 49 See 1 Cor 2:8. 
50 John 1:14. 51 Matt 1:1 etal. 52 See Matt 22:45; see also Ps rog(110):r. 

53 Matt 1:1. 54 Heb 2:16. 55 See John 8:58. 56 Jer 17:9. 

57 See John 1:30. 58 See John 6:51-56. 59 John 6:35 and 6:48. 

60 See John 6:33 and 6:50; see also John 6:38 and 6:41-42. 61 John 3:13. 

62 See 1 Cor 15:47. 63 See Gen 19:24. 64. John 3:13. 65 Gen 3:19. 
66 See Matt 19:28, 25:31; Rev 5:1, 5:7, etc. 67 See Rev 7:15 and 22:3. 

68 See Jer 17:5. 69 See Prov 8:23. 70 See John 8:58. 71 See John 1:30. 
72 See Matt 22:45; Ps rog(110):1. 
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intangible as God; the same one has recently become a human being, and 
as a human being the same one is visible, tangible, passible, and spat on, 
without his divine nature subjected to any of these things. 

29. For scripture says that “he took hold of the seed of Abraham,”?3 and 
that he is “from the seed of David according to the flesh,””+ and that he is 
“son of David, son of Abraham,”’5 that the Virgin was from the lineage of 
Abraham as well as from the seed of David, that it was from her that the 
flesh was assumed by the Word, and that the flesh was of our nature and 
not same-in-substance with the Father, nor did it come down from heaven. 
“The Word became flesh”’° was said because he became a hypostasis in 
flesh and he is one hypostasis. “He dwelled among us”’’ was said to show 
the difference between the natures and their unchangeableness. For one of 
the natures belonged to the dweller and the other belonged to the dwelling 
place. After all, the seed assumes a body from the blood of the woman,’ 
and there is one hypostasis <that belongs to the seed and another hyposta- 
sis> that belongs to the woman, and the blood belongs to the hypostasis 
of the woman, but there are neither two bodies nor two hypostases, [one] 
that belongs to the seed and [another] that belongs to the body assumed by 
the seed from the woman, but there is one body and one hypostasis in two 
natures, of soul and of body. Likewise, the Son of God was a complete hy- 
postasis, and when he assumed ensouled flesh from the holy Virgin, there 
were not two hypostases, but one hypostasis in two natures. For the former 
naturally, whereas the latter is beyond nature and conception. 

30. So Christ is God. For this reason the Virgin who gave birth to him is 
also Theotokos. For she who gives birth to God should justly be also called 
Theotokos, not because she gave birth to just God, nor because the divinity 
of the Only-Begotten has its origin from her, but rather because she was 
pregnant with God, who was made flesh from her. For if the Theotokos 
had not given birth, by no means would God have been born. After all, he 
did not become God after being begotten from her, but, being God already, 
he was made flesh from her and was begotten as God incarnate. 

31. Now other women are Christbearers.”? For Jeremiah was anointed 
and sanctified from his mother’s womb,* and John was filled with the Holy 


73 Heb 2:16. 74 Rom 1:3. 75 Matt 2:1. 76 John 1:14. 77 John 1:14. 

78 In this sentence John is describing the typical process of human procreation. 

79 In Greek, Christotokoi. John takes the Christ- in the title in its etymological sense as 
“anointed one.” 

80 See Jer 1:5. 
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Spirit from his mother’s womb," and all prophets, priests, and kings are 
christs* of the Lord and all Christians are christs.*3 “For you went forth for 
the salvation of your people, to save your christs.”*+ But no other became 
Theotokos, nor is, nor shall be. So then, she should justly and worthily be 
named Theotokos, who alone was pregnant with the God who truly is and 
the Son of God who became incarnate. 

32. There is no hypostasis without a person. Thus, if there are two hy- 
postases, then there are surely also two persons, even if they appropriate 
one another’s actions and experiences. 

33. If we should say that there is one nature of Christ’s divinity and 
his humanity, we would introduce the confusion of his natures and their 
change and we would predicate suffering of his divine nature. But if we 
said there are two natures of Christ, we defend the union unconfused and 
the divinity impassible and unchanged. And if we should say that there are 
two hypostases, we would introduce two sons and venerate a quaternity of 
hypostases, and the Trinity will be a quaternity, whether or not we wish 
it. For if we count three and one, it is impossible not to say four, and it is 
impossible not to count things which exist and are said to be. But if we said 
that there is one hypostasis and two natures of Christ, all will be fine, be- 
cause the soul is said to be in or to dwell in the body and the body is said to 
be a garment of the soul, and there are not two hypostases, but two natures 
and one hypostasis, Peter perhaps, or Paul. 

34. For if two hypostases are same-in-substance, twins of one father and 
one mother, alike in all things, they could not be called one son. So how 
could two different-in-substance hypostases, which have been begotten 
from two different natures, be one Son? 

35. Why ever would something created be venerated together with the 
Creator, if they do not have one nature or one hypostasis? For if the Son of 
God and the Son of the Virgin according to us do not have one nature or 
one hypostasis, how are the two one? For even though Peter and Paul share 
a common nature, grace, and apostolic dignity, they are not one human 
being or one apostle. 

36. Just as in the case of the holy Trinity, the three hypostases, through 
the identity of nature and their mutual interpenetration,*s both are and are 


81 See Luke 1:15. 82 In Greek, christoi, meaning “anointed ones.” 
83 In Greek, christoi, meaning “anointed ones.” 84 Hab 3:13. 
85 In Greek, tén en allelais perichoresin. 
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called one God, so too in the case of our Lord Jesus Christ, the two natures, 
through the identity of hypostasis and their mutual interpenetration,* are 
one Son. For “son” belongs to the hypostasis and not to the nature. And 
just as in the former case there is one veneration of the three, so too in the 
latter case there is one veneration. For if there is neither one nature nor 
one hypostasis, how can there be one Son, one dignity, and one veneration? 

37.Just as the sword when red-hot is unharmed, not because of the char- 
acteristic nature of the iron, but because the nature of fire has been hypo- 
statically united to the iron, so too the flesh of the Lord is venerated not 
because of its own nature, but because it has been hypostatically united to 
God the Word. 

38. If God the Word is the Master of Christ, how are the two one? For 
the master and the slave cannot become one son. 

39. If God the Word is the Master of Christ, they do not have the same 
dignity. For there is not one dignity of being a master and a slave. 

40. If the person of the one who is before the ages and only-begotten was 
not spat on,*” then another person was. And if there are two persons, they 
have not been united in a person. 

41. If the suffering body belonged to the only-begotten Son of God, the 
suffering was his. But if it belonged to another son, how are there not two 
sons? 

42. The Father, Son, and Holy Spirit share all things in common except 
their hypostasis. Thus, if you refuse to declare that the union and incar- 
nation are hypostatic, then you must also attribute the incarnation to the 
Father and the Holy Spirit. For if we should say that the humanification 
is by grace, or according to identity of will, or because of a relation, or by 
love, we would also be attributing the humanification to the Father and to 
the Spirit. For there is one will, one grace, and one love of the Father, Son, 
and Holy Spirit. But if it is by way of homonymy,* it means nothing more 
than it does in our case, “for he gave us the power to become children of 
God,”*? and, “I said, ‘You are gods and all are sons of the Most High.” 
The Father and the Holy Spirit are God too. 

43. If there are two hypostases, one from only the father and one from 
only the mother, the same one cannot be both fatherless and motherless.%" 


86 In Greek, tén en allelais perichoresin. 87 See Matt 26:67. 
88 In Greek, kata homonymian, by homonymy, i.e., calling two different things by the same 
name. 


89 John r:12. go Ps 81(82):6. gt See Heb 7:3. 
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44. If the humanification is said to be a union by grace, then God has 
become human many times, even if to greater and lesser extents. For he 
dwells in us and we are his temple.” 

45. “I shall not give my glory to another,” declares God. How then will 
the Son of the Virgin be glorified together with God, if he has a different 
nature and a different hypostasis? 

46. Things that are same-in-substance are not compared with one an- 
other in terms of substance. After all, nobody compares Peter and Paul 
in terms of substance; there is one substance. But things that are differ- 
ent-in-substance are compared in terms of substance and not in terms of 
hypostasis. For no one says, “John is greater than this horse.” The soul and 
the body are different-in-substance, but same-in-hypostasis. So then, to 
have bodily members is something that belongs to the body, and having 
sense organs is something that belongs to the body, but having the power 
of sensation is something that belongs to the soul, and for this reason the 
body and the soul do not differ hypostatically from one another. For it is 
natural for the body to have bodily members and sense organs, and likewise 
it is natural for the soul to have the power of sensation and to act through 
the body. After all, the body is the instrument of the soul. Thus that nat- 
ural difference is what distinguishes natures. And so, Paul’s baldness and 
Peter’s hairiness, and the one’s snub-nose and the other’s hook-nose, <are 
hypostatic differences and distinguish hypostases>. But being and not be- 
ing spat on and slapped do not distinguish a hypostasis. For every nature 
of human beings is capable of being spat on or slapped, but the nature of 
divinity is incapable [of such things]. As a result, when Christ was spat on, 
it was his flesh that was spat on but his divinity was incapable of being spat 
on. Likewise, when he was slapped and suffered, it was the nature of the 
flesh that received these things, but the divinity did not. For when a mere 
human being is spat on, it is the body that receives the spit, but the soul 
does not in any way, and it cannot [be inferred] from this that there is one 
hypostasis of the soul, another of the person, and another of the body. For 
on the one hand, having bodily members, a face to be seen and spat on, and 
on the other hand, not having bodily members, nor a face to be seen or spat 


99 66 


on: [all these] belong to nature. For “visible” and “invisible,” “material” and 
g 


“immaterial,” and “formed” and “formless” are differences of natures. 


92 See x Cor 3:16. 93 Isa 42:8. 94 See Matt 26:67. 
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47. What is a hypostasis and a person? A hypostasis is that which sub- 
sists on its own and becomes so-and-so, and a person is that which acts in- 
dependently and separately. Now the <flesh> of the Lord neither subsisted 
on its own at any time, nor became anyone else besides God the Word, nor 
acted separately from God the Word, as holds true for the body with its 
soul too. For neither is the soul one and the body another, nor does the 
soul belong to one and the body <to another>, nor do they act separate- 
ly, but the soul acts through the body and the divine will and activity act 
through the soul and the body, through the union of the will of the soul and 
the motion of the body. 

48. Each hypostasis wills, acts, and moves separately and independently, 
and this is the distinguishing feature of a hypostasis, and because of this a 
hypostasis and a person are identical. But only with regard to the divinity, 
each hypostasis does not act independently, nor will independently, but 
there is one will, one activity, and one motion of the three hypostases, with 
unbegottenness alone being the distinguishing feature of the paternal hy- 
postasis, and begottenness that of the hypostasis of the Son, and procession 
that of the hypostasis of the Holy Spirit. Regarding our Lord Jesus Christ, 
if you were to say that there are two hypostases, then it is necessary for each 
of them to will and to act independently and separately, and they are not 
united in activity or in another way. But if they are united in activity and 
will, they are one hypostasis and one person. 

49. We can say that the Virgin gave birth to God the Word, and that the 
Son and Word of God was not begotten of a woman. For we know two 
births of the only-begotten Son and Word of God: one from the Father 
alone before the ages in an incorporeal and divine manner, according to 
which birth he was not born of a woman and is motherless, and another one 
from a woman alone in the last days with flesh according to the economy 
for our salvation, according to which birth he is fatherless. According to the 
first birth he was not born of a woman, but according to the second birth 
he was born of a woman. For he does not have the beginning and cause of 
his divine existence from a woman, but from the Father alone; rather, the 
beginning of his becoming flesh and his becoming a human being he has 
from the Holy Spirit and the Virgin Mary. For many things are said in this 


95 The editor, as at section 24, sets this sentence off as a subtitle, but for the same reasons, 
this translation does not. 
96 In Greek, to soma allos kai hé psyché allos. 
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way or that and they seem to be inconsistent to those who are inattentive. 
For in regard to the transfiguration of God, one evangelist says, “after six 
days,”®? but another that after eight days,°* and they disagree, if someone is 
inattentive. But there is no disagreement for those who pay attention, but 
agreement. For the one who says, “after six days,” counted neither the day 
on which the Lord spoke, nor the day of the transfiguration, but the one 
who says, “after eight days,” counted both the former and the latter. 

50. The common quality” of the species is the nature, such as divinity 
or humanity. The name “God” sometimes stands for the divine nature, as 
when we say, “one God,” that is, one divinity, but sometimes it stands for a 
hypostasis, as when we say, “God the Father,” “God the Son,” or “God the 
Holy Spirit,” and this name we derive from the nature, just like with “God.” 
Thus, we say, “God is one thing and human being is another thing,” that 
is, there is one nature of divinity and another of humanity. And the holy 
Gregory the Theologian writes to Cledonius, “For the natures are two, 
God and human being, since there is both soul and body.”"© And again, we 
say, “God the Father, God the Son, God the Holy Spirit, the human being 
Peter, and the human being Paul.” 

51. A hypostasis is a such-and-such and a so-and-so, a Peter and a Paul, 
and Peter is not Paul nor is Paul Peter, but they are one and another,'’” and 
they are two and not one, even if they share one nature. Neither are Peter 
and Andrew one but they are two, even if they share one nature, the same 
father, the same mother, and the same grace and dignity. Nor indeed is it 
possible to make one son except when there is the identity of the hypos- 
tasis. 

52. Just as substance and nature are the same thing for the holy fathers, 
likewise hypostasis and person are the same thing. 

53. Does the only-begotten Son of God before the ages and the Son 
of the Virgin have one nature or two? One hypostasis or two? One will 
of both divinity and humanity, or two wills, one and another? One activ- 
ity of both divinity and humanity, or two activities, one and another? Are 
the sonship by nature and the sonship by grace one, or are they one and 
another? Is the Son of the Virgin a servant of God? Are being a slave and 
being a master one dignity, or are they one and another? ‘They spat on the 


97 Matt 17:1. 98 See Luke 9:28. 99 In Greek, hé koinotes. 
100 Gregory of Nazianzus, Letter 101 to Cledonius 19 (SChr 207: 44 Gallay). 
ror In Greek, allos kai allos. 
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person of the only-begotten Son before the ages, but which person was 
spat on? When Gabriel was sent and in the person of’? God he conversed 
with the Virgin, was there one person of him and God?" If there is one 
and another nature, and one and another will, and one and another activity, 
and one and another hypostasis, and <one and> another sonship, and <one 
and> another dignity, and one and another person, how are there not two 
sons? 

54. It is surely necessary to defend this, that the divinity is impassible 
and unchangeable and that in the case of God there are three venerated 
hypostases, and to believe in the Trinity, to be baptized, not to worship the 
creation, and to defend the harmony of the holy scriptures, both the Old 
and the New. 


102 In Greek, ek prosopou tou. 103 See Luke 1:26. 
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John of Damascus, An Exact Exposition 


of the Orthodox Faith 57-58 


Introduction and Translation by Scott Ables 


INTRODUCTION 


‘The magnum opus of John of Damascus is The Fount of Knowledge, a trilogy 
consisting of The Philosophical Chapters (aka Dialectica, CPG 8041), On Her- 
esies (CPG 8044), and the dogmatic part, An Exact Exposition of the Orthodox 
Faith (CPG 8043).' From its appearance it has been considered a monu- 
mental achievement, and it is sometimes referred to as the first swzma theo- 
logica.’Translated here are two chapters from the Exposition: a short chapter 
(57 = Exposition III 13) on the properties of the two natures of Christ, and 
a longer chapter (58 = Exposition III 14) on the two wills of Christ.* The 
two wills remained a live issue for the Jerusalem church for a number of 
reasons. In 685 a delegation was sent by the Chalcedonian leadership of 
Syro-Palestine (ostensibly from Jerusalem, but Jerusalem had no bishop 
at this time and the leadership resided in Damascus) to Constantinople 
to acknowledge acceptance of the Council of Constantinople (680-681). 
Miaphysite and Nestorian interlocutors in Palestine did not accept this 
council, but neither apparently did a contingent among the Chalcedonians 
who had embraced the monothelite compromise of Heraclius and reject- 
ed Maximus the Confessor. Consequently, Chalcedonians would continue 
to debate monothelitism, for example Andrew of Crete, a member of the 
delegation to Constantinople, later waffled on the issue. A further compli- 
cation may have been the resurgent monothelite policy of the Byzantine 
emperor from 711 to 713. Thus, the Jerusalem patriarchate (reestablished 
in 705) would have been well motivated to update its position affirming 
dyothelitism, and that is what John of Damascus has done here. 

t Fora fuller introduction to John of Damascus see the introduction to his On Composite 


Nature against the Leaderless in this volume on pp. 617-619. 
2 The even longer Chapter 59 follows on the two activities. 
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The excerpt begins (chapter 57) with John stating that each nature has a 
set of natural properties; thus, Christ must have a complete set of natural 
properties pertaining to each nature, divinity and humanity. Then he spends 
the bulk of the excerpt (chapter 58) discussing that will, action, and freedom 
(free will) are just such natural properties; thus, each nature in Christ must 
have all of these. John concludes the chapter by affirming Maximus the 
Confessor’s claim that there are twenty-eight different meanings for the 
term gnome, giving several biblical examples demonstrating that the term 
gnome has multiple meanings.} Perhaps this was meant to address concerns 
that he had disagreed with Maximus the Confessor, who had denied gnome 
as “deliberative will” in Christ. John, however, agrees with Maximus that 
Jesus’s affinity for the good required no deliberation, but, perhaps to safe- 
guard Maximus, John clarifies that gdme has many senses, and in the nar- 
rower sense of “deliberation” Christ has a deliberative will. He does this to 
harmonize Maximus with Gregory of Nazianzus’s dictum that “what is not 
assumed is not healed,”* to which he clearly alludes, even naming Gregory, 
noting that Christ must have assumed all natural aspects of the human will; 
otherwise, since it is in our will that we first sinned, we would not be saved.5 

This extract of the Exposition seems to have at least three primary sources: 
John’s polemical work On the Two Wills in Christ (CPG 8052) and Maximus 
the Confessor’s Disputation with Pyrrho (CPG 7698) and Opuscula theologica 
et polemica (CPG 7697).° John may quote Maximus verbatim up to ten times 
in section 58 alone. Several other influences if not sources are possible for 
this extract as well, including Nemesius of Emesa’s On Human Nature (CPG 
3§50), quoted once, both the Definition of Chalcedon (45 1) and the Council 
of Constantinople (680-681), quoted once each, and Sophronius of Jerusa- 
lem’s Synodical Letter (634).’ Writing in the first half of the eighth century, 
most likely in Jerusalem, John either provides, excepting his On the Two Wills 
in Christ and On the Faith against the Nestorians (CPG 8054),* the earliest 
critical reception of Maximus the Confessor’s thought on the two wills in 


3 See Maximus the Confessor, Disputation with Pyrrho (CPG 7698, PG 91: 944c-945b). 

4 Gregory of Nazianzus, Letter 101 to Cledonius 32 (SChr 207: 50 Gallay), translated in 
CEECW 3 on pp. 388-398. 

5 See also Maximus the Confessor, Disputation with Pyrrho (PG 91: 308d) and Opusculum 7 
(PG 91: 80d-81d). The latter is translated in this volume on pp. 504-517. 

6 P. Bonifatius Kotter, “De duabus in Christo voluntatibus,” in Die Schriften des Johannes 
von Damaskos IV. Liber de haeresibus. Opera polemica, PTS 22 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1981), 
173-231. See Maximus the Confessor, Disputatio cum Pyrrho (PG 91: 288). 

7 Partially translated in this volume on pp. 447-465. 

8 Translated in this volume on pp. 628-644. 
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Christ, or at least recapitulates and makes his own the anti-monothelite and 
anti-monoenergist positions of his fellow dyothelites within the recently 
reestablished Jerusalem Patriarchate (705). 

This translation of this extract is based on the edition of P. Bonifatius 
Kotter in his Die Schriften des Johannes von Damaskos I: Expositio fidei, PTS 
12 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1973), 136-144. 


TRANSLATION 
On the Distinctive Properties of the Two Natures? 


57. Since we confess that the same one is complete God and complete 
human being," we affirm that the same one has all things whatsoever the 
Father has, except ingenerateness, and has all things whatsoever the first 
Adam had, apart from sin alone, namely, a body and a rational and in- 
tellectual soul; and he has appropriately with two natures things twofold 
belonging to his two natures naturally: two natural wills, the divine and the 
human; two natural activities, a divine and a human; two natural free wills, 
a divine and a human; and wisdom and knowledge, [137] divine and hu- 
man. For since he is same-in-substance with our God and Father, he freely 
wills and acts as God, and since he is also same-in-substance with us, the 
same one wills and acts freely as a human being. For the miracles are his, 
and the sufferings are his [too]. 


On the Wills and Free Wills" of our Lord Jesus Christ 


58. Since, therefore, Christ has two natures, we affirm that he has two nat- 
ural wills and two natural activities. But since there is one hypostasis of his 
two natures, we affirm that one and the same both wills and acts naturally 
in accordance with both [natures], from which and in which and which is 
Christ our God, [who] wills and acts in a manner that is not divided but 


12 


united. For “each form” wills and “acts in communion with the other. 


9 The headings for chapter 57 and 58, italicized here, may not be original. 

to A reference to the Chalcedonian Definition. 

11 In Greek, autexousion, which refers to one’s power or authority for self-determination. It 
is associated with choosing and acting freely without constraints, or in other words, with 
free will. 

12 Leo of Rome, Tome to Flavian 4 (ACO 2.2.1: 28, 12-14 Schwartz), but probably taken 
from the Doctrina Patrum 94, 12. 
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For those whose substance is the same have the same will and activity, 
but those whose substances are different have different wills and activi- 
ties. Conversely, those whose will and activity is the same have the same 
substance, but those whose wills and activities are different have different 
substances. 

Therefore, in the case of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, we acknowl- 
edge the identity of their nature from the identity of their activity and 
will. And in the case of the divine economy, [138] we acknowledge the 
difference between the natures from the difference between the activities 
and the wills, and knowing the difference between the natures, we con- 
fess also the difference between the wills and the activities. For just as the 
number of the natures belonging to the same one Christ, understood and 
affirmed with reverence, does not divide the one Christ but shows that the 
difference between the natures is preserved even in the union, so too the 
number of the wills and activities belonging essentially to his natures (for 
in both natures he was capable of willing and acting for our salvation) does 
not introduce division — certainly not! — but their difference only reveals 
that they are protected and preserved even in the union. For we affirm that 
wills and activities are not hypostatic but belong to the nature — I mean that 
faculty of willing and acting by which whatever wills and acts does its will- 
ing and acting. For if we were to grant that these are hypostatic faculties, 
we would be forced to say that the three hypostases of the holy Trinity have 
different wills and different activities. 

Now one must know that to will is not the same thing as how one wills. 
For willing belongs to nature like seeing (an attribute of all human beings) 
whereas how to will does not belong to nature but to our deliberation, "4 
just as how one sees [something], rightly or wrongly (for not all human 
beings will in the same way nor see [something] in the same way). This 
too we will grant in the case of activities. For how one wills, how one sees, 
how one acts is the manner in which one makes use of willing, seeing, and 
acting; the manner belongs only to the user and separates him from others 
according to what is commonly called the difference. 

[139] Thus, to will without qualification is called “willing”’s or “the fac- 


16 


ulty of willing,”’® which is a rational appetite and a will that belongs to 


13 In Greek, thelein ... pos thelein. John may be coining a new term corresponding to pos 
echein, a Stoic category. 
14 In Greek, gnome. 15 In Greek, thelésis. 16 In Greek, hé theletike dynamis. 
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nature.'? But how one wills or the object of the will underlying the willing 
is called the deliberation of the will."® That for which it is natural to will is 
capable of willing — for example, the divine nature is capable of willing, and 
likewise the human. But the one who wills is the one who has made use of 
the will, or the hypostasis, such as Peter. 

Since, therefore, Christ is one and his hypostasis is one, the one who 
wills and acts both divinely and humanly is one and the same. But since he 
has two natures, [each] having the faculty of will because they are rational 
(for all that is rational has both the faculty of will and free will), we will 
speak of Christ’s two wills or his two natural faculties of will.'? For the same 
[Christ] has a faculty of will corresponding to both of his natures. After all, 
he assumed the faculty of willing naturally inherent in us. And since Christ 
is one, and it is the same one who wills the same object of will according to 
each nature, with regard to him we shall say that he does not will only those 
things which he willed naturally as God (for divinity does not will to eat, 
drink, and such things), but also the things constituent of human nature, 
not because of an inconsistent deliberation but because of the distinctive 
features of the natures. For when his divine will willed and drew aside for 
his flesh to suffer and to experience the things proper to it, at that time he 
willed these things naturally. 

That willing naturally belongs to the human being is clear from this: ex- 
cluding the divine, there are three kinds of life: the vegetative, the sentient, 
and the intellectual. So then, proper to the vegetative are the motions of 
nourishment, growth, and procreation; proper to the sentient is the motion 
by impulse;?° and proper to the rational and intellectual is the motion of 
free will. Thus, if it is by nature that the motion of nourishment belongs to 
the vegetative and the motion by impulse to the sentient belongs by nature, 
then it is also by nature that the motion of free will belongs to the rational 
and intellectual. Now free will is nothing else [140] except willing. Accord- 
ingly, when the Word became flesh, ensouled, intellectual, and endowed 
with free will, he also became capable of willing. 

Moreover, the abilities of nature cannot be taught. For no one learns to 
be rational, or to live, or to hunger, or to thirst, or to sleep. Nor do we learn 
to will. Therefore, willing*' is an ability of nature. 


17 In Greek, thelema physikon. 18 In Greek, theléma gnomikon. 

19 In Greek, dyo thelesis étoi thelemata physika. 

20 In Greek, hormen, here probably a psychological state of strong tendency. 
21 In Greek, to thelein. 
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And again, if in the irrational being nature guides but is guided in the 
human being, who moves with free will according to will, then the human 
being is born with the ability to will.» 

And again, if the human being has been created in the image of the bless- 
ed and super-essential divinity, and the divine nature has by nature free will 
and the ability to will,?} then the human being, as its image, has by nature 
free will and the ability to will.’ For the fathers defined free will as willing. 

Moreover, if willing is present in every human being, and it is not the 
case that it is present in some but absent in others, and anything commonly 
observed in nature characterizes the individuals under that nature, then the 
human being is by nature capable of willing. 

And again, if nature does not admit of more or less, and willing is present 
in all equally, and it is not present in some more and in others less, then the 
human being is by nature capable of willing. As a result, if the human being 
is by nature capable of willing, then the Lord is also by nature capable of 
willing, not only insofar as he is God but also insofar as he became a human 
being. For just as he assumed our nature, so also he has assumed our will 
in the nature. And in this sense the fathers affirmed that he has the stamp 
of our will in himself. 

If the will is not an ability of nature, it will be either an ability of a hypos- 
tasis or contrary to nature. But if it is an ability of a hypostasis, then the Son 
will have a different will than the Father. For the ability of the hypostasis is 
a characteristic of the hypostasis alone. And if it is contrary to nature, the 
will must be a lapse in the nature. For that which is contrary to nature is 
destructive of that which is according to nature. 

The God and Father of all things wills either as God or as Father. But if 
he wills as Father, his will must be contrary to the will of the Son. For [141] 
the Son is not the Father. But if he wills as God, and the Son is God, and 
the Holy Spirit is also God, then the will belongs to the nature, or rather 
it is a natural ability. 

Moreover, according to the fathers, those who have one will have one 
substance, and so if Christ’s divinity and his humanity have one will, then 
the substance of his divinity and that of his humanity will also be one and 
the same. 

And again, according to the fathers, if the difference of the nature is 
obscured by the one will, it is necessary either to speak of one natural will 


22 In Greek, thelétikos. 23 In Greek, thelétike. 24 In Greek, theleétikos. 
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in Christ and no natural difference, or to speak of a natural difference and 
not one will. 

And again, the divine gospel says that when the Lord “came to the re- 
gion of ‘Tyre and Sidon and entered into the house, he wanted no one to 
know, but he was unable to escape notice.”*5 Given this, if his divine will is 
almighty, but he was unable to escape notice when he willed to do so, then 
it was insofar as he willed as a human being that he was unable [to escape 
notice] and it was also as a human being that he was capable of willing. 

And again, it says, “When he came to the place, he said, ‘I thirst.’ And 
they gave him wine mixed with gall, and upon tasting it he did not will to 
drink.”** Thus, if it was as God that he thirsted and upon tasting did not 
will to drink, then as God he was subject to passion. For both thirsting and 
tasting are passions. But if not as God, he was capable of willing entirely as 
a human being. 

The blessed apostle Paul said, “He became obedient unto death, even 
death on a cross.”*? Obedience is a submission of a will that really exists, 
not one that does not exist. For we should not call an irrational thing either 
obedient or disobedient. But, when he became obedient to the Father, the 
Lord had brought this about not as God but as a human being. “For as God 
he is neither obedient nor disobedient because these things belong to those 


28 


under authority,”** as the inspired Gregory [of Nazianzus] said. Thus, it is 
as a human being that Christ is capable of willing. 

[142] Although we say that the will is a natural ability, we affirm that it is 
not forced but possesses free will. For if it is rational, it also possesses free 
will. After all, it is not only the divine and created nature that has nothing 
forcing it; neither does the intellectual and created [nature]. This is clear 
because God, who is good by nature, who is Creator by nature, and who is 
God by nature, is not these things by necessity. For who would introduce 
the necessity? 

It is necessary to know that the term “free will”*? is used equivocally, 
in one way in regard to God, in another way in regard to angels, and in 
[yet] another way in regard to human beings. In regard to God, [it is used] 
superessentially; in regard to angels, the actualization coincides with the 
intent, admitting no delay at all (for having free will naturally, [an angel] 


25 Mark 7:24; see Matt 15:21. 26 Matt 27:33-34 conflated with John 19:28. 
27 Phil 2:8. 

28 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 30.6, 5—6 (SChr 250: 236 Gallay/Jourjon). 

29 In Greek, autexousiotes. 
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uses it without interference, having neither opposition from [their own] 
bodies, nor anyone who opposes [them]); but in regard to human beings, 
the intention precedes its actualization. For the human being has free will 
and has free will naturally, but is also opposed by the devil and the motion 
of the body. Consequently, because of the opposition and the burden of the 
body, the actualization is subsequent to the intention. 

Thus, if Adam willingly obeyed and willingly ate, then in us it is the will 
that is primarily affected. And if it is the will that is primarily affected, but 
the Word has not accepted this [will] in common with the nature when he 
assumed the flesh, then we have not been put outside sin. 

Moreover, if free will, a faculty of nature, is his handiwork, but he did 
not accept it, he either condemned his own creation as not good, or re- 
fused that we be healed in [our will], depriving us of complete healing, and 
showed by [his] unwillingness or inability to save perfectly that he himself 
is subject to suffering. 

Now it is impossible to say that some one thing is composite out of two 
wills in the same way that the hypostasis is composite from two natures: 
first, because compositions [143] consist of things which exist in a hypos- 
tasis and they do not consist of things different in principle and are not 
observed independently; second, because if we should speak of a composite 
of wills and activities, we would also be forced to speak of the composite of 
the other properties of a nature: the created and uncreated, the visible and 
invisible, and such things. Moreover, how could that which is composite 
from wills be called a will? For the composite cannot be called by the name 
of its components, since in this case the composite would be named a na- 
ture from the natures, not a hypostasis! And besides, if we should say that 
there is one composite will with regard to Christ, we separate him from the 
will of the Father, because the Father’s will is not composite. Accordingly, 
all we can say is that only the hypostasis of Christ is composite and shares 
the natures as it were, and in the same manner shares his natural properties. 

It is impossible to speak of deliberation3° and choice in regard to the 
Lord, if indeed we want to use these words in their proper sense. For the 
deliberation [that comes] after the investigation and consideration or tak- 
ing counsel and judgment concerning something unknown is a disposition 
toward what was decided. After the deliberation comes the choice which 
picks and chooses one thing instead of another. Now the Lord, because he 


30 In Greek, gnome. 


John of Damascus, Exposition of the Orthodox Faith 


is no mere human being, but also God and knows all things, has no need 
to engage in examination, investigation, taking counsel, and judgment, also 
having a natural affinity for the good and aversion to the bad. This is just 
what Isaiah says, “before the child knows or prefers evil, he shall choose 
the good, because before the child knows good or bad, he refuses evil for 
the sake of choosing the good.”3' The “before” shows that he did not inves- 
tigate and engage in consideration as we do, but that, because he is God, 
and as God also brought into being that which pertains to the flesh, that 
is, when he united himself hypostatically to the flesh, being what he is and 
knowing all things, he possessed the good by nature. Now the virtues are 
abilities proper to nature, and they exist in everyone equally and naturally, 
although all of us do not actualize the things of our nature equally. For 
because of the transgression we shifted from that which is according to na- 
ture to that which is contrary to nature. [144] But the Lord draws us back 
from that which is contrary to nature to that which is according to nature. 
For the latter refers to that which is “according to the image and according 
to the likeness.”3? Asceticism and its toils, moreover, are not contrived for 
the acquisition of virtue, as if appropriated from an external source, but to 
cast off the evil imported and contrary to nature, just as the rust on iron, 
which is not natural, but results from negligence, so by hard work we bring 
out the natural brightness of the iron. 

We must realize that the term “deliberation”}} is used in many ways and 
has many meanings. For sometimes it indicates “advice,” as when the divine 
Apostle said, “Now concerning virgins, I have no command of the Lord, 
but I give you my advice.”+ And sometimes, “plan,” as when the prophet 
David said, “Against your people they plot a villainous plan.”35 And some- 
times, “decree,” as [when] Daniel [said], “Why has this shameless decree 
gone out?”3¢ And sometimes it is used for “belief,” or “opinion,” or “mind- 
set” — to put it simply, the term “deliberation” has twenty-eight meanings. 


31 Isa 7:15—-16. 32 Gen 1:26. 33 In Greek, gnome. 34 1 Cor 7:25. 
35 Ps 82(83):3. 36 Dan 2:15. 
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